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ABSTRACT 
Studies of interaction in speaking assessment have highlighted problems regarding 
the unequal distribution of interaction patterns in interviews versus paired formats (Van Lier, 
1989; Young & He, 1998). These studies, however, only looked at verbal interaction 
features, and no attempts in these studies were made to investigate both verbal and nonverbal 
interaction features elicited in interviews versus paired formats. Therefore, the purpose of 
this dissertation is to examine the effects of task types on the elicitation of interaction 
features in speaking assessment. The study has three aims: investigate which interaction 
features raters noticed when evaluating interaction in the individual and paired discussion 
task; investigate if these different tasks elicited similar or different interaction features; and 
examine the extent to which these features contributed to variance in interactional 
competence scores across task types. To achieve these goals, an individual scripted interview 
and a paired discussion task are analyzed using a mixed-methods approach. 
A qualitative analysis of 32 verbal reports from four raters judging test takers’ 
interactional competence showed that raters attended to five nonverbal and 14 verbal 
interaction features in both tasks. An interaction ability scale was developed based on those 
features. Two raters evaluated 68 test-taker performances both analytically using the scale 
and holistically using an interactional competence scale. The analytic scores were used to 
conduct an exploratory factor analysis which revealed four factors: body language, topic 
management, interactional management, and interactive listening. Logistic regression 
analyses showed that while the individual task elicited more topic management features, the 
paired discussion task elicited more interactional management features. Then, the holistic and 
analytic scores were analyzed using simple regressions, which showed that body language 
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and topic management features predicted interactional competence scores in the individual 
task, whereas body language, topic management, interactional management, and interactive 
listening features were predictors of scores in the paired discussion task. 
The findings suggest that both nonverbal and verbal interaction features are important 
in the interactional competence construct. The paired format provides test takers with more 
opportunities to demonstrate their interactional ability. The study also suggests the 
importance of rater training in evaluating interactional competence.  
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CHAPTER 1.   !INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the introduction to interactional competence and the purpose of 
this dissertation. The chapter concludes with the significance of this dissertation.  
1.1 Introduction to Interactional Competence 
Communicative competence was used by Hymes (1972) to differentiate it from 
Chomsky’s (1965) linguistic competence both in terms of psycholinguistics (how language is 
acquired) and sociolinguistics (how language is used). The appearance of communicative 
competence entails the emergence of communicative language tests that are intended to be a 
measure of not only learners’ knowledge of language but also their ability to effectively use 
language in context (Hymes, 1972). As a result, speaking tests have become important 
components in standardized tests in the last two decades. For example, Educational Testing 
Service’s Test of English as a Foreign Language internet-based test (TOEFL iBT) Speaking 
test is designed to evaluate the English speaking proficiency of students whose native 
language is not English but who want to pursue their studies in an English-speaking country 
(Educational Testing Service [ETS], n.d.). This test is computer-delivered and contains non-
interactive tasks which do not require communication between two or more test takers 
(Davies et al., 1999). Similar to the TOEFL iBT Speaking test, Cambridge’s International 
English Language Testing System (IELTS) Speaking test is designed to measure the 
language proficiency of people whose native language is not English but who want to study 
or work in an English-speaking country (International English Language Testing System 
[IELTS], n.d.). The IELTS Speaking test follows a face-to-face one-on-one oral interview 
format.  
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In an interview assessment, such as face-to-face one-on-one oral interview format in 
the IELTS Speaking test, test takers interact with a language tester and expert speaker of the 
test taker’s second language who conducts the interaction in an interview-type fashion 
(Kasper & Ross, 2007). In this interaction, the language tester asks questions and the test 
taker gives the answers. However, this interview format is not likely to elicit discourse as in a 
conversation (Van Lier, 1989). For example, this format does not seem to measure some 
aspects of interaction, such as taking turns, opening and closing gambits, and developing 
topics with appropriate pragmatic use (Ockey & Li, 2015).  
The limits of interview test format are incompatible with the theory of communicative 
competence (Hymes, 1972; Canale & Swain, 1980) and later with communicative language 
ability (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010). Therefore, the development of test tasks to capture 
interaction, such as paired or group assessments, is necessary. In paired or group tasks, two 
or more test takers engage in a task together without an examiner’s involvement, except for 
the initial prompting to start the conversation (Ockey, 2006; Philp, Adams, & Iwashita, 
2014). An example of this test format can be illustrated in Cambridge English Qualifications 
such as C1 Advanced or C2 Proficiency. These tests are designed to measure the ability to 
communicate effectively in face-to-face situations; the formats include both face-to-face one-
on-one interview and interaction between two or three test takers (Cambridge Assessment 
English [CAE], n.d.). In addition to standardized language tests, university placement tests 
have also evolved to capture interaction among participants. For example, Iowa State 
University’s English Placement Oral Communication (EPT OC) test includes a paired 
discussion task in which two test takers interact with each other to defend their positions 
regarding an academic topic (English Placement Test [EPT], n.d.).  
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Those paired test formats can allow for assessing the ability to effectively interact 
with each other. This is important because ‘the oversimplified view on human interactions 
taken by the proficiency movement can impair and even prevent the attainment of true 
interactional competence within a cross-cultural framework and jeopardize our chances of 
contributing to interactional understanding’ (Kramsch, 1986, p. 367). Thus, it has been 
argued that interactional competence should be explicitly incorporated into the concept of 
communicative competence (Kramsch, 1986; He & Young, 1998). In the meantime, as 
speaking tests, such as Cambridge English Qualifications or Iowa State’s EPT OC, have 
evolved to capture interaction, a definition of the IC construct is increasingly becoming 
important in language assessment.   
IC is defined in different ways. Based on a social/behavioral perspective, IC is 
considered as joint construction of individuals in an interaction, or IC can be defined as the 
ability to create a shared understanding or intersubjectivity among two or more speakers 
(Kramsch, 1986; Jacoby& Ochs, 1995; He & Young, 1998; Young, 1999, 2008, 2011). In 
spite of the co-construction characteristic of the IC construct, Young (2011) identified a set 
of general interactional resources that participants individually bring to an interaction 
practice. Among them, there includes knowledge of employing different strategies as to how 
turns are managed in different interactive practices; or knowledge of topic management 
which relates to preferences of certain topics over others, how long a topic is discussed in 
discourse, decisions as to who has the right to introduce a topic, and who has the right to 
change a topic. In addition to these verbal interaction features, Young also emphasized the 
importance of nonverbal communication in spoken interaction. The identification of 
interactional resources that an individual bring to an interaction is compatible with a loosely 
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psychological perspective which views IC as a set of mental activities within an individual 
(McNamara, 1997). This definition of IC as an individual’s underlying ability allows for an 
interpretation and use of score awarded to an individual test taker which is important in 
language testing.  
In language testing, of interest to language testers are how the interaction of ability 
and context affects test performance, and how the generalizability of interactional 
competence performance in one context can be made to other contexts (Bachman, 2007). The 
answer to this question was discussed by language testing experts in terms of realist, 
constructivist, and constructivist-realist perspectives towards ‘what is being measured’ 
(Messick, 1989). The assumption of the realist perspective is that what is being measured (or 
trait) exists in the real world and is consistent across contexts. In other words, this realist 
view suggests that it is traits and only traits underlying test performance. Thus, test scores on 
interactional competence are directly indicative of test takers’ interactional ability. However, 
discourse analysis of test takers’ oral discourse revealed that there were variations in features 
observed in different contexts, such as oral proficiency interview and conversation (Young & 
He, 1998). Thus, the assumption of trait consistency under the realist perspective is 
questionable. Unlike the realist view, the constructivist perspective views a construct as 
‘what is being measured’ based on a network of relevant theoretical laws (Cronbach & 
Meehl, 1955). According to the constructivist perspective, a test taker’s interactional 
competence measured through a test task can be understood in terms of the theoretical laws 
underlying test performance. Thus, a test taker’s interactional competence performance in a 
certain context can be inferred from evidence observed in that network of relevant theoretical 
laws. In other words, based on this constructivist view, validity is not a property of the test, 
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but it is related to establishing an argument regarding a test taker’s interactional competence 
on a basis of evidence underlying the theoretical definition of the construct.  
Another perspective towards the interpretation of test taker behavior is a 
constructivist-realist perspective. This perspective attempts to understand traits based on a 
theoretical construct that covers “not only nomological networks but also causal models and 
other ways of representing constructs and their measures” (Messick, 1989, p. 29). In other 
words, the constructivist-realist perspective assumes that interactional competence is a target 
attribute and cannot be directly measured by test performance; however, it can be inferred by 
drawing upon observed evidence pertaining to the theoretical construct of interactional 
competence.  
1.2 The Study 
Based on the constructivist-realist perspective, this current study investigates the 
theoretical construct of interactional competence. This is important because IC is an 
important sub-construct of speaking ability (Ockey & Li, 2015), and as speaking tests have 
evolved to measure interaction, the question of what constitutes IC is crucial in providing the 
valid interpretation and use of IC scores. In order to achieve the goal, the current study 
examines test takers’ interactional performances in two contexts: interview and paired 
discussion to identify what interaction resources are local to interview and to paired 
discussion and to what extent the interview shares resources and a configuration with paired 
discussion. The two task types under investigation in this study include an individual scripted 
interview task in which a test taker responds to a set of questions read by an interviewer, and 
a paired discussion task in which two test takers defend their own position regarding an 
academic topic. These two tasks belong to the oral communication portion of the English 
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placement test (EPT OC) at Iowa State University (ISU) (English Placement Test [EPT], 
n.d.).  
The EPT OC at ISU is a face-to-face assessment of oral communication ability and 
intended to measure test takers’ oral communication skills necessary for success in academic 
contexts. This test was developed and first administered in Summer 2017 to meet an 
increasing demand of assessing non-native English students’ ability to effectively interact 
with professors, instructors, and peers. The test consists of three tasks. However, due to the 
scope of this dissertation, only the individual scripted interview task and the paired 
discussion task are used in this current study. Table 1.1 below shows the structure of the EPT 
OC test.  
Table 1.1 EPT OC test structure 
Total test time 20 minutes per pair of test takers 
Number of parts 3 
Test takers interact with -the examiner during the individual scripted interview task  
-the other test taker during the paired discussion task 
Part 1 Individual scripted interview task 
Total time 8 minutes 
Number of questions 3 
Task content One-on-one interaction with an examiner. The examiner asks 
three questions, and test takers are expected to speak for one 
minute in response to each question. 
Part 2 Retell task 
Total time 5 minutes 
Number of questions 1 
Task content Test takers listen to a short position on an issue and are given a 
minute to tell why the speaker has a particular view on the topic. 
Part 3 Paired discussion task 
Total time 4 minutes 
Number of questions 1 
Task content Discussion of an assigned topic with another test taker. Test 
takers are expected to discuss and defend a position on the topic. 
 The EPT OC uses an IC rating rubric to assess test takers’ IC performance. IC is 
operationalized as the ability to appropriately respond to a given situation (Ockey & Li, 
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2015). The appropriateness of a response is based on a list of interaction features, such as 
initiating and expanding on own ideas, connecting own ideas to an interlocutor’s ideas, 
expanding on an interlocutor’s ideas, making relevant comments, taking turns appropriately, 
asking appropriate questions, (dis)agreeing politely, or answering questions in an appropriate 
amount of time (English Placement Test [EPT], n.d.). 
1.3 Significance of the Study 
The results of the study should contribute theoretically to the field of language 
assessment. Although IC was introduced a long time ago by Kramsch (1986), the question of 
what constitutes IC in oral communication still is an under-researched topic. Thus, by 
comparing interactional resources in the assessment context of oral proficiency interview 
with interactional resources in the context of paired discussions, this current study attempts to 
provide a theoretical definition of IC that relates one context to another in a principled way.  
Practically, the results should contribute to the possible use of different task types to 
assess IC, such as the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion task. The 
findings of this study should provide an understanding of how these two task types affect 
test-taker interactions and the kind of language elicited. This would offer guidance on 
choosing an appropriate task for measuring IC. 
  8 
 
CHAPTER 2.   !LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter discusses previous studies on IC in oral communication in three main 
time periods: from 1979 to 1999, from 2002 to 2008, from 2009 to 2018. The purpose of this 
chronological presentation of prior research on IC is to show the changing definition of the 
construct of IC overtime.  
2.1 Studies on Interactional Competence from 1979 to 1999 
During this time period, IC was discussed mostly based on a social/behavioral 
perspective and in terms of a theoretical construct of IC rather than an operational construct 
of IC. For example, Mehan (1979) defined IC in two senses: “One, it is the competence 
necessary for effective interaction. Two, it is the competence that is available in the 
interaction between participants” (p. 130). This understanding of IC was further discussed by 
Kramsch (1986) who argued that “successful interaction presupposes not only a shared 
knowledge of the world, the reference to a common external context of communication, but 
also the construction of a shared internal context or ‘sphere of inter-subjectivity’ that is built 
through the collaborative efforts of the interactional partners” (p. 367). This means that 
interaction entails negotiation of meaning such as responding to misunderstanding, clarifying 
one’s own and others’ speech to reach the possible match of intended, perceived, and 
anticipated meanings, and asking questions (Kramsch, 1986). Moreover, according to 
Kramsch, interaction should include features such as taking turns, holding and yielding the 
floor, and introducing and building topics.  
Similar to Kramsch’s views regarding interaction, Jacoby and Ochs (1995) referred to 
IC as co-construction, which they defined as “the joint creation of a form, interpretation, 
stance, action, activity, identity, institution, skill, ideology, emotion, or other culturally 
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meaningful reality” (p. 171). Co-construction, according to Jacoby and Ochs, entails 
interactional processes, including not only affiliative or supportive interactions but also 
arguments in which the participants in the interaction express disagreement. The definition of 
interaction as co-construction is also highlighted in He and Young (1998) and Young (1999) 
who argued that IC is not an attribute of an individual participant. Rather, they defined IC as 
something that is jointly constructed by all participants in an interactive practice. Particularly, 
Young (1999) viewed IC as “a theory of the knowledge that participants bring to and realize 
in interaction and includes an account of how such knowledge is acquired” (p. 118). In this 
theory, knowledge is considered to be jointly constructed in interaction (Kramsch, 1986; 
Jacoby & Ochs, 1995; He & Young, 1998). 
In short, research on IC from 1979 to 1998 mainly discussed the theoretical definition 
of IC construct. These definitions viewed IC as a joint construction among participants in an 
interaction practice and assumed that learners’ IC behavior as a trait which exists in the real 
world and is consistent in different contexts.  
2.2 Studies on Interactional Competence from 2002 to 2008 
Throughout the years from 2002 to 2008, IC was investigated in oral communication 
assessment based on a loosely psychological perspective (McNamara, 1997) which considers 
IC as mental activities within an individual participant in an interaction. Almost research on 
IC during this period focused on a discourse analysis of test-taker performances in different 
task formats. For example, O’Sullivan, Weir, and Saville (2002) applied a checklist of 30 
language functions associated with spoken discourse to four different task types in the 
University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES) ‘Main Suite’ Speaking 
examinations, especially the First Certificate of English (FCE). The task format of the FCE 
includes interaction between interviewer-candidate, candidate-candidate, and interviewer-
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candidate-candidate. Among those 30 functions, two groups are relevant to verbal interaction 
features: interactional functions and interaction management functions. The group of 
interactional functions is comprised of eight main functions: agreeing, disagreeing, 
modifying, asking for opinions, persuading, asking for information, conversational repair, 
and negotiating meaning. Negotiating meaning includes five sub-categories: checking 
meaning, understanding common ground, asking clarification, correcting utterance, and 
responding to required clarification. The group of interaction management features consists 
of initiating, changing, reciprocating, and deciding. O’Sullivan et al. found that most of the 
interactional functions and the managing interaction functions were present in the transcript 
of peer interaction, whereas only three features of repairing conversation, responding to 
required clarification, and deciding were used in the interview format. However, as 
O’Sullivan et al. admitted, this type of closed checklist, for reasons of practicality, was 
limited to a list of the features that a particular test was intended to elicit, and thus may have 
lost valuable information on other types of functions that other tests are designed to assess. 
Other research studies focused on interactional resources in paired/group test formats 
and found different interactional resources in those formats. He and Dai (2006) investigated 
the degree of interaction among test takers performing one task type in the second part of the 
College English Test-Spoken English Test (CET-SET) with regard to a set of interactional 
language functions (ILFs). In Part 2 of the CET-SET, each test taker was given a visual 
prompt, such as a picture or a diagram, and asked to provide a brief description about the 
visual prompt for approximately 1.5 minutes. After that, test takers in a group of three or four 
were asked to discuss a given topic related to the visual prompt for approximately 4.5 
minutes. Forty-eight 4.5-minute discussions were analyzed in the study according to eight 
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ILFs, including (dis)agreeing, asking for opinions or information, challenging opinions, 
supporting opinions, modifying opinions/arguments, persuading, developing another 
speaker’s ideas, and negotiating meaning (i.e., asking for clarification, giving clarification, 
asking for confirmation, checking for comprehension). The results showed that the most 
frequently elicited function was (dis)agreeing (with 49.5% of the occurrences), followed by 
asking for opinions or information (24%). The instances of challenging, supporting, 
modifying, persuading, and developing and negotiating meaning occurred with low 
frequency in test discourse. Although the purpose of the group discussion was to measure test 
takers’ ability to interact with others by arguing with each other or asking each other 
questions to clarify a point and trying to reach an agreement, the data from this study showed 
very little evidence in these functions. That study gave several possible explanations to the 
situation. First, test takers interpreted the CET-SET group discussion as an assessment rather 
than a discussion with each other. Thus, test takers tried to display their performance by 
spending time thinking about and organizing their own ideas for their next turn while others 
were speaking. This led to the low frequency of the function of developing the discussion 
such as the function of referring to the points that have been previously made by other group 
members. Second, test takers lacked confidence in their ability to use language functions 
needed to make a group discussion task as communicative interaction. Third, test takers 
displayed a lack of interest in the topics and the group discussion task as shown in the 
questionnaire. Last, test takers’ interpretation of the requirement of the task, which was that 
their performances were judged based on their contribution to the discussion, might be 
wrong. They interpreted contribution in terms of how much they talked rather than how 
relevant their ideas were to others’ ideas. However, there may be other possible explanations 
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to the low frequency of interactional language functions found in He and Dai’s study. First, it 
is not clear from the study as to whether the data of 48 CET-SET group discussions were 
from different ranges of proficiency levels or from similar levels of proficiency. If the latter 
case is true, the elicitation of interactional language functions may be different across 
performances. Second, Ockey (2006) argued that the test was poorly implemented because 
only a 4.5-minute discussion was not long enough for three or four test takers to engage 
themselves in an interaction. Ockey then recommended that better designed prompts might 
have given better performances regarding interaction.  
Using the interactional language functions (ILFs) modified from He and Dai (2006), 
Van Moere (2007) compared test takers’ oral performances on three different speaking tasks: 
a discussion task, a consensus task, and a picture task. Sixty test takers performed the tasks in 
groups of three or four. Among these sixty test takers, 45 test takers participated in all three 
tasks, and 15 test takers performed two tasks. The Interactional Analysis of the interactional 
language functions (ILFs) modified from He and Dai (2006) was conducted on test-taker 
performances. The ten ILFs included agreeing (expressing agreement about a fact or opinion 
by another speaker, including giving confirmation or consent or agreeing by providing more 
reasons or evidence), disagreeing (expressing disagreement about a fact or opinion by 
another speaker or disagreeing by giving countering reasons or evidence), asking for 
information or opinion, negotiating meaning (asking for clarification, giving clarification, 
asking for confirmation by restating, checking for listeners’ comprehension, or supplying 
vocabulary for another speaker), developing ideas by building on what another has said, 
modifying either arguments or ideas in response to another speaker, persuading another 
speaker to accept one’s view, expressing surprise, suggesting an idea or course of action, and 
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providing either information or opinion. Van Moere found that there were similarities and 
differences in the amount and type of ILFs elicited by the three tasks. The three tasks were 
similar in that they elicited a high proportion of agreement, requests for information or 
opinions, and provision of information or opinions. This is in line with He and Dai’s (2006) 
study in that a high proportion of functions of agreeing, asking for information, and 
providing information were generated from the discussion task. However, while the 
discussion task generated few interactional functions that require convincing other partners, 
the picture task had a high proportion of negotiation of meaning. This is in contrast to the 
findings of He and Dai’s study, since in He and Dai’s study, test takers hardly negotiated 
meaning, but in Van Moere’s study the ILFs for negotiating of meaning accounted for 20% 
of the ILFs used in the task. The consensus task elicited almost all of the interactional 
functions, including disagreeing and challenging, persuading, and suggesting functions that 
were seldom found in the other two tasks. Van Moere concluded that the consensus task 
might have been a better choice to measure the ability to interact than the discussion task, 
since it resulted in a higher frequency of negotiation of meaning and a wider range of 
interactional functions. Moreover, the consensus task was more consistent than the 
discussion task in successfully engaging the test takers in performing the task. Nonetheless, 
the variation in negotiation functions elicited by these different tasks may be due to the 
variation in test lengths of the tasks in this study. Although the author used a five-minute cut-
off point for each task, the nature of test discourse in those five minutes may have varied, 
which may have led to variation in negotiation functions elicited by these tasks. 
The last IC study conducted during the time period from 2002 to 2008 is Galaczi 
(2008). This study conducted a conversation analysis on patterns of interaction in the two-
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way collaborative task of the FCE. Galaczi framed the study in Storch’s (2002) model of 
dyadic interactions to identify the salient discourse features of those patterns of interaction. 
The study also investigated a relationship between those patterns of interaction and scores on 
interactive communication. Thirty test-taker pairs took the speaking test of the FCE, but only 
the performances on Part 3 of the test in which two test takers were engaged in a two-way 
discussion were analyzed. The study identified three main dyadic patterns: collaborative, 
parallel, and asymmetric interactions. The features of collaborative interaction included both 
test takers developing their topics and supporting the development of the other test taker’s 
topic. The most salient distinguishing feature was topic extension move, which was 
characterized by engagement in the interaction or the ability of test takers introducing 
something new and relating their discussion to what had been discussed before by the other 
test taker. The indicators of this feature included short turns, rapid speaker change, questions, 
avoidance of gaps between turns, supportive overlaps, and frequent acknowledgement 
tokens. Different from collaborative interaction, parallel interaction was characterized by 
both test takers initiating and developing their topics but with little engagement in each 
other’s ideas. Therefore, topic extensions of others’ topics were found rare, and the 
development of their own ideas were frequent in parallel interaction. The features in the low 
dominance paired interactions consisted of lengthy gaps between turns and extensive use of 
hesitations and fillers, whereas the high dominance paired interactions were characterized by 
competitive interruptions for the floor. Another pattern found in the study was asymmetric 
interaction in which one test taker was dominant and another was passive. The features found 
in this pattern included gaps between turns and questions by one test taker inviting 
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participation in low conversational dominance interactions and competitive interruptions and 
overlaps in high conversational dominance interactions.  
In terms of the relationship between the interactive communication scores and the 
patterns of interaction, Galaczi (2008) found that test takers performing collaborative 
interaction received the highest interactive communication scores while the parallel 
interaction had the lowest interactive communication scores. The asymmetric patterns of 
interaction received interactive communication ratings, which were somewhat between the 
interactive communication scores for collaborative and parallel interactions. These findings 
were in line with what the conversation analysis predicted which was that collaborative 
interaction was rated higher because its discourse was high in mutuality and equality. 
Conversely, the asymmetric and parallel test-taker pairs were low in mutuality and equality 
discourse, performed the task less well and were rated lower. Galaczi highlighted that the 
agreement between the interactive communication scores and the discourse features provided 
some validity evidence for the interactive communication scores. The study also suggested 
the operationalization of salient discourse features that could be used as descriptors for 
interactive communication. They were cohesion between turns through acknowledgement 
tokens; equality in topic development through balance in topic initiations, topic extensions, 
and amount of talk; responsibility for speaker nomination through questions; listener support 
through backchannels; smooth transition between turns through cooperative latches and 
overlaps; other-expansion of topics through topic extension moves and follow-up questions; 
and self-expansion of topics through topic extension moves. However, the author also 
highlighted that the analysis in the study was an exploratory step toward a more complex 
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construct of interactive communication. Hence, further research was called for to gain a 
better understanding of this complex construct.  
In short, the studies during this time period attempted to define IC in terms of an 
individual test taker’s underlying ability. Besides, based on those studies, IC seemed to be 
understood under the constructivist view in which a test taker’s IC performance in a test task 
can be understood under the theoretical IC construct definition. They also tried to discover 
interaction patterns that could be used in an operational IC construct definition, and all of 
them were verbal interaction features. 
2.3 Studies on Interactional Competence from 2009 to 2018 
In recent years (from 2009 to 2018), studies on IC continued exploring the theoretical 
definition of IC. A remarkable difference between studies in this time period and those in the 
period from 2002 to 2008 is that recent studies from 2009 to 2018, in addition to verbal 
interaction features, shifted their focus to investigate nonverbal interaction features to shed 
further lights on the IC construct. The studies during this time period also investigated 
interaction in different task types and in different test administration modes. The following 
sections present studies which discuss the theoretical construct of IC and then studies which 
empirically investigate interaction in different task types and test modes. 
2.3.1 Discussion of the Theoretical Construct of Interactional Competence 
In an attempt to explore the theoretical definition of IC, Young’s (2011) defined IC 
with four main aspects. First, IC may or may not be observed in spoken interaction. 
Therefore, in addition to verbal resources, nonverbal resources such as gesture, gaze, and 
posture are considered important parts of IC. As for the second aspect, IC should cover the 
pragmatic relationship between interactional partners’ use of linguistic and interactional 
resources and the contexts. Third, IC occurs when those linguistic and interactional resources 
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are employed mutually and reciprocally by all participants in a particular interaction. The 
fourth and final aspect of IC is that context, which includes “the network of physical, spatial, 
temporal, social, interactional, institutional, political, and historical circumstances in which 
participants do a practice,” is more important than place and time of interaction (p. 428). This 
co-construction characteristic of IC is also emphasized by Kasper and Wagner (2011) who 
defined IC as a procedural competence that encompasses turn-taking, sequence organization, 
turn-construction, and repair; it cannot be reduced to an individual, intrapsychological 
property and cannot be separated from performance. Recently, Galaczi and Taylor (2018) 
defined the construct of IC as the ability to co-construct interaction in a purposeful and 
meaningful way. This ability can be supported by nonverbal or visual behaviors, such as eye 
contact, facial expression, laughter, and posture. However, the authors acknowledged that 
there should be space for more nonverbal micro-features to be added to nonverbal behavior. 
Thus, they called for empirical research to uncover more features underlying nonverbal 
communication. In addition to nonverbal features, Galaczi and Taylor also defined the 
construct of IC in terms of four verbal macro-level groups: turn management, topic 
management, breakdown repair, and interactive listening. Turn management consists of 
pausing/latching/interrupting, ending, maintaining, and starting. Topic management is 
composed of closing, shifting, extending, and initiating. Breakdown repair includes joint 
utterance creation, self/other, and recasts. Interactive listening consists of back-channeling, 
comprehension check, and continuers. The authors argued that there might be more features 
that should be added to those four verbal interaction groups. They recommended that 
empirical investigation should be conducted to confirm more related micro-features to be 
added to those four suggested verbal interaction groups. 
  18 
 
2.3.2 Interactional Competence in Paired/Group Oral Test Formats 
Empirical investigation into IC from 2009 to 2018 focused on interaction in 
paired/group test formats and suggested that both nonverbal and verbal interaction 
communication should be considered in the IC construct. Ducasse and Brown (2009) 
examined raters’ and test takers’ orientation to interaction features of the discourse in paired 
tests in beginner Spanish classes. Twelve Spanish second language raters working in pairs 
observed and commented on three paired performances each, using stimulated verbal 
protocols. Raters’ verbal reports made it possible to reveal the unguided perspectives of 
raters on successful interaction. There were two steps in this process. First, raters watched an 
entire video paired performance and reported on their impressions of the performance and 
what contributed to the success of the interaction. Raters commented generally on the 
performance of the pair and on particular test-taker behavior. This step was conducted to 
offer raters a practice at producing a verbal report. Next, raters viewed the performances the 
second time. At this time, raters could stop the video to make comments on what they had 
noticed about the interaction. The verbal reports were transcribed, and thematic analyses 
were conducted. Nonverbal interaction features, which emerged from the data, included eye 
contact (i.e., eye movement, where test takers look, what and whom they look at, and how 
long they look at each other) and body language (i.e., hand gestures, movement or position of 
feet or legs, and body posture). As for eye contact, raters commented on whether test takers 
looked at each other during interaction. Raters’ positive comments about eye contact were 
that test takers looked at each other and did not lose the thread of the conversation, whereas 
raters’ negative comments occurred when test takers looked at paper instead of looking at 
each other. In terms of body language, raters viewed appropriate use of hand gestures, 
appropriate movement or position of feet or legs, and appropriate body posture as important 
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factors in successful communication. The reason was that these features of body language 
appeared to help interaction to be more positive and fluent. However, too many hand gestures 
were negatively viewed since it seemed to raters that test takers lacked verbal resources and 
used hand gestures to support difficulties in conveying meaning. Based on the study, eye 
contact, hand gestures, and body posture are valuable pieces of information on the nonverbal 
aspect of effective interaction in low-level discourse. However, there might have been more 
interesting aspects of nonverbal features had the study investigated higher-level test 
discourse.   
In addition to reporting on nonverbal interaction features, Ducasse and Brown (2009) 
also reported on two verbal interaction patterns identified in test-taker performance. The first 
category was interactive listening, consisting of two subcategories: comprehension and 
supportive listening. Comprehension was a means of showing engagement and giving 
encouragement for the other test taker to continue through filling a silence by providing a 
word that the other test taker is searching for, asking for clarification, or comprehension by 
commenting on the other test taker’s contributions. Supportive listening was demonstrated 
through backchanneling, which was interpreted as a test taker who was interactively 
listening. The second category was interactional management, including turn-taking 
management (or horizontal cohesion) and topic management (or vertical cohesion). The 
aspects of turn taking that raters noticed were that test takers should have replied within a 
reasonable time, and that test takers should have left time for their peer to respond. The 
aspects of topic management attended to by raters were test takers’ ability to connect topics, 
extend topics, and facilitate interaction. These aspects were indicated through turn change 
and topic cohesion. Based on the findings, that study recommended that language testers 
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should consider several key verbal features of a construct of paired interaction such as 
listening and turn and topic management. Nevertheless, only low-level performances of 
Spanish were analyzed in Ducasse and Brown (2009). Higher proficiency levels might have 
elicited features of interactive listening and interactional management. Additionally, the 
nature of interaction in different task types may vary. The authors thus suggested that it 
would be useful to understand how patterns of interaction vary among task types, and in 
which task types test takers are more successful in interaction. 
Using a similar approach to investigating interaction in paired test format as in 
Ducasse and Brown (2009), May (2011) investigated features of interaction related to three 
main categories used in a rating scale of interactional effectiveness: an understanding of the 
interlocutor’s message, ability to respond appropriately to interlocutor, and appropriate use of 
communicative strategies. May used qualitative research methods that included the analysis 
of rater notes, summary statements, stimulated verbal recalls, and rater discussions to identify 
features of IC that were salient to raters. May found that when making a decision as to the 
extent to which test takers responded appropriately to an interlocutor, raters attended to 
evidence of using BL such as maintaining eye contact with the interlocutor and using 
gestures to emphasize points. The feature of using BL received 133 comments, closely 
following the most discussed feature of expressing ideas and opinions. Positive comments 
were related to the effective use of BL such as eye contact, facial expressions, and gestures. 
These features were viewed as a genuine desire to communicate with partners, while the 
inappropriate use of BL such as no eye contact with a partner, facial expressions indicating 
disinterest, and sitting sideways to a partner negatively affected how raters interpreted 
successful interaction. Therefore, May viewed the appropriate use of BL as part of the 
  21 
 
construct of IC. The components of this construct cover not only eye contact and gestures but 
also facial expressions. However, facial expressions were limited to only eye contact in this 
study.  
Regarding raters’ verbal reports on verbal interaction features, May (2011) showed 
that when making a decision as to the extent to which test takers understand their 
interlocutors’ message, raters noticed mostly the extent to which test takers produced speech 
that is intelligible to raters. Raters also made decisions as to whether test takers understood 
their interlocutor’s message as demonstrated through a response, and whether they listened to 
their interlocutor by giving the interlocutor space to respond during an interaction. Second, 
raters viewed the ability to respond appropriately to interlocutors as evidence of 
understanding and desiring to engage with the interlocutor’s ideas, expressing ideas and 
opinions, contributing to the quality of the interaction, working cooperatively with an 
interlocutor, demonstrating assertiveness through the ability to disagree with or challenge the 
interlocutor’s view, managing interaction, contributing to the authenticity of the interaction 
through genuine responses to what an interlocutor has said, dominating interaction, 
demonstrating persuasiveness, and helping the interlocutor out. Third, when judging the 
ability to use appropriate communicative strategies, raters attended most to the ability to ask 
for an interlocutor’s opinion, clarify and ask for clarification, and use functional language to 
facilitate an interaction. Based on the findings, May supported the use of paired tests because 
they potentially elicited a wider range of interaction features than an oral proficiency 
interview did. Those features included managing interaction, asking for opinion and 
clarification, challenging a partner’s views, and dealing with being challenged. However, the 
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extent to which a paired test elicited a wider range of features of IC than did an interview 
task was unclear from the findings of that study.  
As an extension of Ducasse and Brown (2009), Ducasse (2014) investigated test 
takers’ orientation to interaction features in successful interaction. Twenty-five test takers 
who obtained different scores on the Cambridge First Certificate in English (FCE) test 
participated in stimulated retrospective verbal recalls in which they commented on their own 
performance in paired interaction and what they attended to when they took the test. That 
study found that test takers used nonverbal communication for cues when interacting with 
others and for reading interactive cues from their interlocutors. The features that test takers 
thought to be indicators of successful interaction included gestures and gaze, laughter, body 
position, and facial expressions. First, test takers used gestures for vocabulary that they did 
not know or to signal that their interlocutors proceeded with a question during the turn taking 
in the interaction. Generally, gestures were used to convey meaning or organize interaction 
which was interpreted by test takers as conversational success. Second, an intense gaze 
indicated that test takers needed more thinking time in which they prepared themselves for 
the next move. Third, laughter resulted from lack of comprehension, but was also used to 
express and acknowledge affiliation. Fourth, test takers were most likely unaware of their 
body position. They commented that their body position was not what they expected for 
communication. Fifth, facial expressions showed how the listener was interested in the 
speaker. In short, except for the comments on body position, the comments from test takers 
on gestures, gaze, laughter, and facial expressions were evidence that nonverbal 
communication was integral to test taker performance.  
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Both raters and test takers in Ducasse and Brown’s (2009) and Ducasse’s (2014) 
studies similarly commented on the features of nonverbal communication (14.4% and 
17.64%, respectively). Both raters and test takers in these two studies oriented to almost 
similar features of nonverbal communication, except for laughter which only test takers 
noticed as part of successful communication. This difference may be due to the different 
tasks that the two studies used and the participants’ proficiency levels: low-level test 
discourse in Ducasse and Brown (2009) and intermediate level performances in Ducasse 
(2014). Nevertheless, the fact that both raters and test takers attended to nonverbal 
communication features suggests that nonverbal interpersonal communication has a certain 
impact on oral communication performance assessment. Ducasse (2014) also found that 
similar to raters, test takers also oriented to two main categories of verbal interaction 
features: interactive listening and interactional management. The features attended most by 
both test takers and raters belonged to the categories of interactional management (28.3% and 
48.7%, respectively) and interactive listening (29.3% and 17.6%, respectively). However, 
raters were more concerned about interactional management features while test takers 
noticed more features of interactive listening. This suggests that during interaction, raters 
seem to notice more on how turns and topics are managed during interaction, whereas test 
takers seem to be more aware of their roles as speakers and listeners. Ducasse’s (2014) study 
is similar to Ducasse and Brown’s (2009) study in that it neither covered a range of 
performances across proficiency levels nor examined the nature of interaction in other task 
types. Since interaction features might vary depending on the task that test takers perform, it 
would be useful if the effects of task types on interaction patterns and success of an 
interaction are investigated. 
  24 
 
Conducting a conversation analysis on 84 video-taped test performances on the test-
taker and test-taker interaction task at Common European Framework of References for 
Languages (CEFR) levels B1 to C2, Galaczi (2014) examined how test takers across 
proficiency levels managed interaction in paired speaking tests. According to the Council of 
Europe (2001), B1 test takers can exchange, check and confirm information, and deal with 
less routine situations. B2 test takers can make regular interaction and sustain views clearly 
by providing relevant explanations and arguments. Test takers at the C1 level can sustain a 
natural, smooth flow interaction, and those at the C2 level can converse comfortably and 
appropriately. That study found that the most salient features that distinguished across 
proficiency levels were topic development organization (degree of topic development or 
topic extensions), listener support moves (back-channeling or confirmation of 
comprehension), and turn-taking management (in a no-gap-no-overlap manner, following an 
overlap/latch, or following a gap/pause). The characteristics of a typical B1 interaction were 
short-lived topics, minimal cross-speaker topic development, development of self-initiated 
topics, rare instances of listener support, and gaps between turns. Such interactional 
orientations were also found typical in parallel and asymmetric interaction patterns in 
Galaczi’s (2008) study. B2 test takers were able to develop other-initiated topics, to provide 
listener support by back-channeling (despite back-channels sometimes being used to mask 
comprehension), and to change speaker with instances of overlaps or latches. The features in 
B2 interactions displayed higher mutuality and more collaboration than in B1 performances. 
C1 test takers showed more confidence in developing self-initiated as well as other-initiated 
topics, in providing listener support through back-channeling and comprehension 
confirmations, and in giving a flow to interaction with latched and overlapped turns and with 
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less abrupt topic shifts. These collaborative interactional styles were found more consistent in 
C1 interaction than in B2 interaction.  
Similar to C1 performances, the interactions at the C2 level showed much 
interactional engagement through the features of rapid and frequent speaker changes, short 
turns, and strong and frequent instances of listener support through back-channeling and 
comprehension confirmation tokens. A subtle difference between C1 and C2 interactions was 
that C2 test takers could critically engage with their interlocutors’ contributions and develop 
a joint discourse as opposed to relating their contributions to their interlocutors’ topics. 
However, Galaczi (2014) argued that when test takers reached C1, they fully developed their 
IC as in the C2 level. That study again confirmed the findings in the earlier conversational 
analytic study by Galaczi (2008) in which test takers who were able to perform a 
collaborative interaction obtained a higher score on interactive communication than those 
who had their interaction performances in an asymmetric or parallel interaction pattern. 
Nonetheless, it is also important to note that there may be a potential effect of task types on 
the elicitation of interaction features. The tasks in different CEFR levels were not the same. 
Thus, interactional patterns observed at each level may have been different had test takers 
taken the same task type. Another limitation of this study is that because of the nature of the 
data, it did not investigate nonverbal communication which the author argued is crucial in the 
IC construct.  
Ockey (2014) investigated the extent to which the group oral could elicit discourse 
with a mutual contingency pattern, as well as the extent to which it could allow test takers to 
have an equal distribution of speaking rights and duties. Twelve test takers took the English 
for Specific Purposes group oral in four groups of three for 12 minutes. The discourse of 
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each test taker on the test was transcribed and coded based on whether a test taker was able to 
have a topic established. In order for a topic to be established, a test taker must “obtain the 
attention of the hearer, speak sufficiently clearly for the hearer to decipher what is said, 
indicate the information that is important for understanding, and indicate semantic relations 
between referents in the discourse topic” (p. 20). Ockey found that all the test takers were 
able to nominate topics and half of the nominated topics were established. Moreover, that 
study found that the topic nominations by each test taker of each group were relatively 
evenly distributed. Based on the findings, Ockey showed that the group oral seemed to be 
able to elicit discourse with a mutual contingency pattern, and that test takers appeared to be 
offered equal rights to initiate and change topics when taking the group oral. That study 
suggested that the group oral might be appropriate for assessing test takers’ second language 
oral ability as well as content knowledge of a specific area of study.  
Finally, Wang (2015) examined interaction features in 35 paired performances of the 
four speaking tasks: spot-the-difference, story-completion, decision-making, and free 
discussion. The features in the hypothesized models of interaction features in speaking tasks 
were developed based on the two main categories of interaction from Ducasse and Brown’s 
(2009) study: IL and IM. IL comprises features of signaling comprehension (filling a silence, 
making comments, agreeing/disagreeing, and correcting a mistake) and features of signaling 
support (back-channeling and prompting). IM consists of features of topic management 
(initiation, development, and connection), turn-taking management (number of turns, turn 
interruption, and turn overlapping), and using questions (agreement, confirmation, opinion, 
information, and floor-offer). Wang found that when considering all of the four tasks 
together, test takers in the study used more features of IM (turn management, topic 
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management, and using questions), but they had difficulties in using IL features (signaling 
comprehension and signaling support) to respond to their partner appropriately. Among the 
IM features, test takers used topic management and turn-taking management the most 
frequently. Test takers were able to initiate and develop topics more than they could connect 
topics. The discourse of test taker performances also suggested that while test takers used 
agreement questions and floor offer questions, they did not use questions to request 
information. Additionally, the study found that the hypothesized two-factor model with two 
categories of IL and IM was not supported by the data. Instead, the data supported a four-
factor model including four communication functions: argument, discussion, support, and 
connection.  
In terms of the effects of task types on interaction features, Wang (2015) found that as 
for the features of IM, the spot-the-difference task elicited more topic initiation, topic 
development, number of turns, confirmation questions, and information questions than the 
story-completion task, the decision-making task, and the free discussion task. The story-
completion task elicited more turn interruption and turn overlapping. The decision-making 
task elicited more turn connection, agreement questions, and opinion questions. The free 
discussion task did not elicit a clear pattern of salient interaction features, but it generated a 
wider range of interaction features than the other tasks. The features of correcting a mistake 
or helping a partner out were generally not used. As for the relationship between interaction 
features and scores on IC across different tasks, Wang (2015) found that topic connection 
and information questions were predictors of the IC scores in the free discussion task. Based 
on the findings of the study, the author recommended that the free discussion task could be a 
good choice to assess test takers’ ability to interact with others. However, similar to some 
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other studies discussed above, this study covered analyses of discourse by one range of 
proficiency level: intermediate-level test takers. Therefore, it would be possible that 
interaction features elicited in the tasks might be different in the discourse of lower- or 
higher-level performances. 
2.3.3 Interactional Competence in Interview and Paired Task Formats 
During the time period from 2009 to 2018, research investigated interaction patterns 
elicited in interview versus paired task formats. Brooks (2009) examined the interaction of 
test takers in two oral test formats: the individual format in which test takers interacted with 
an examiner, and the paired format in which test takers interacted with another student. 
Sixteen test takers were provided with a short text with an accompanying idea map for the 
purpose of familiarizing the test takers with the test. Discussion questions were provided at 
the bottom of the idea map as a guide for the test takers. Then, based on those ideas, the test 
takers talked generally about the topic of the text. Each test taker took both the individual and 
paired formats and received two independent scores for each test format from two raters. The 
findings showed that when test takers interacted with other test takers, more interaction, 
negotiation of meaning, consideration of other test takers, and linguistically demanding 
discourse was observed. The seventeen features of interaction observed in the paired format 
testing and listed in the most frequent order of use included the following: seeking 
confirmation, asking a question, asking for agreement, requesting clarification, incorporating 
words, prompting elaboration, finishing sentences, referring to partners’ ideas, paraphrasing, 
eliciting opinions, expressing incomprehension, managing a topic, suggesting words, 
correcting, responding to help, and asking for help. The ten interaction features elicited in 
test-taker discourse in the individual format consisted of seeking confirmation, asking a 
question, asking for agreement, requesting clarification, incorporating words, prompting 
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elaboration, finishing sentences, eliciting opinions, expressing incomprehension, and 
correction uptake. Although there was no evidence of referring to a partner’s ideas, 
paraphrasing, managing a topic, suggesting words, or responding to help in test-taker oral 
discourse in the individual format, these features were found in examiner oral discourse in 
this peer format. Asking for help was the only feature that was not observed in test-taker 
discourse of the individual format testing, whereas this feature was present in the paired 
format despite its low frequency. Asking questions accounted for half of the features found in 
examiner speech in the examiner-test taker interaction. The features, such as prompting 
elaboration, referring to a partner’s ideas, and paraphrasing, were more prevalent in paired 
interaction. The study suggested that test takers might have performed better in pairs with 
more elicitation of negotiation of meaning and richer performances through interaction.  
Based on the distributions of those interaction features, Brooks suggested that the 
paired format testing might have generated more features of interaction than captured in the 
rating scale. Therefore, it might be desirable to represent more features (e.g., those features 
found in the study) in a rating scale, and more importantly, the construct of IC needs to be 
expanded. However, there is a concern regarding the coding system of the study. No 
definition was provided for each interaction feature, which might have led to the problem of 
double-coding. An example of double-coding in the study noticed by Wang (2015) was the 
feature of asking a question “Uh, so wh-what do you think about the Internet” (Brooks, 2009, 
p. 365). Wang argued that this utterance could be coded as either a feature of asking a 
question or a feature of eliciting opinions, and suggested that these two features should be 
combined and named as asking a question for opinions. 
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2.3.4 Interactional Competence in Different Test Modes 
The extent to which interaction features are elicited differently in different test modes 
was also investigated. Nakatsuhara, Inoue, Berry, and Galaczi (2017) investigated whether 
four examiners, who administered two IELTS speaking formats, face-to-face and video-
conferencing modes, behaved in the same way in terms of their use of gestures, body 
language, eye contact, smiling, and nodding. That study found that under the video-
conferencing condition, the use of nonverbal features, such as nodding, seemed to encourage 
test takers to produce longer turns than in the face-to-face mode. The four examiners in the 
study were sensitive to body language, such as gestures and body postures. In the video-
conferencing condition, examiners found it harder to use natural gestures. For example, 
examiners raised their hand to stop test takers which was not considered natural in normal 
communication. Some examiners also exaggerated the use of nodding or smiling to 
compensate for back-channeling. The analysis of test-taker interviews also showed that the 
use of body language was limited in the video-conferencing mode. Therefore, test takers 
could not rely on gestures to complement their language and could not see the examiners’ 
facial expressions well. This made test takers feel that the face-to-face mode was more like 
real communication than the video-conferencing. Again, the reports from test takers and 
examiners in Nakatsuhara et al.’s study suggest that nonverbal communication is a crucial 
part of the IC construct (Ducasse & Brown, 2009; May, 2011; Ducasse, 2014).  
Concerning verbal features employed in face-to-face and video-conferencing modes, 
Nakatsuhara, Inoue, Berry, and Galaczi (2017) showed that the interaction features of asking 
for clarification and modifying/commenting/adding were elicited significantly differently 
under the two test modes, with the effect sizes ranging from small (r = .1) to large (r = .5) 
(Cohen, 1988). These differences emerged only in Part 1 (in which the examiner asks the 
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candidate general questions about him/herself and a range of familiar topics such as family or 
work) and Part 3 (in which the candidate responds to more abstract questions about the topic 
in Part 2) of the test. More test takers asked for clarification in Parts 1 and 3 when the test 
was delivered under the video-conferencing mode. This is due to the poor sound quality of 
the video-conferencing tests as reported by test takers in the questionnaire feedback which 
led to more clarification requests from test takers. Under the face-to-face condition, test 
takers used more modification. As indicated in the interviews, test takers perceived more 
difficulties in relating to the examiner in the video-conferencing delivered mode than the 
face-to-face test. This might be an explanation that test takers used more of these three 
interactional functions under the face-to-face condition. However, in order to fully 
understand the nature of interaction in different test modes, it may be useful to conduct 
conversational analysis of language elicited in such test modes. Furthermore, in order to 
better understand the aspects of IC, further research should consider investigating the impact 
of the use of interactional features in the two testing modes on test score assignments.  
2.4 Summary of Literature Review on Interactional Competence in Oral 
Communication Assessment 
 There are several important points drawn from the literature review. First, studies on 
IC in oral communication assessment attempted to explore the construct of IC by examining 
the distribution of a variety of verbal interaction features. Although there were some mixed 
findings on the elicitation of verbal interaction features due to differences in research design 
and methodology, those studies uncovered a part of this changing construct of IC overtime. 
Second, recent years witnessed the importance of nonverbal interaction features in interaction 
effectiveness. Research on nonverbal aspects in oral communication assessment showed 
similar findings on important features of nonverbal interaction perceived by raters and/or test 
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takers in judging the effectiveness of an interaction. The commonality among those studies is 
that nonverbal aspects of spoken interaction, including body language such as hand gestures 
or body posture, eye contact, and facial expressions are seen to be important in 
communication and fundamental to the construct of IC. A summary of interaction features 
investigated in empirical studies on IC in oral communication assessment from 2002 to 2018 
is presented in Table 2.1 below.   
 Third, the studies discussed above were conducted with a similar purpose to 
discovering the theoretical construct of IC in oral communication assessment, from which 
language testers can rely on to operationalize IC in assessment. Additionally, except for 
O’Sullivan et al.’s (2002) and Brooks’ (2009) studies which examined verbal interaction 
features in both interview and paired test formats, most studies thus far of IC in oral 
communication assessment focused on one speaking task type. For example, some studies 
investigated the paired discussion (Ducasse & Brown, 2009; Ducasse, 2014; May, 2011; 
Galaczi, 2008, 2014). Other studies examined the group oral (Ockey, 2014) or their variants 
such as the spot-the-difference, the decision-making or consensus, the story-completion, and 
the free discussion (Van Moere, 2007; Wang, 2015). Ducasse (2014) recommended that it 
would be useful to understand in which task types test takers are more successful at eliciting 
nonverbal as well as verbal interaction features, and how such interaction features vary 
among task types. However, prior studies did not examine these two main categories of 
interaction features elicited in different task types. Therefore, this dissertation study 
attempted to fill these gaps by comparing the use of nonverbal and verbal interaction features 
in the individual scripted interview task and the paired discussion task. This study aimed to 
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shed further light on the construct of IC in oral communication assessment, and on the 
understanding of relative effects of task types on measuring IC. 
Fourth, IC was discussed in terms of two different perspectives: one as co-
construction among participants in an interaction and another as an individual test taker’s 
ability to bring to an interaction. Although empirical studies were based on the latter 
perspective which described IC as an individual test taker’s ability, they also recognized the 
co-construction characteristic of IC by suggesting a possibility of assigning a joint score to 
participants in an interaction. This seems to be a challenge in language assessment, especially 
in standardized assessments. However, this view can be resolved through the lens of the 
constructivist-realist perspective which considers IC as a target attribute and cannot be 
directly measured by test performance (either individual or paired performances). Rather, a 
test taker’s IC should be inferred based on observed evidence underlying the theoretical IC 
construct.  
2.5 Research Questions 
Based on the constructivist-realist perspective of what IC is, this current study 
explores the theoretical IC construct by examining the effects of task types on IC in oral 
communication assessment. The study seeks to answer the following research questions: 
1)! To what extent are prompts similar in terms of their difficulty level and of the 
construct that they are intended to measure? 
2)! What types of interaction features do raters attend to when rating IC in different 
task types? 
3)! What types of interaction features do the individual scripted interview tasks and 
paired discussion tasks elicit? To what extent does the individual scripted 
interview task share interaction features with the paired discussion task?  
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4)! To what extent do interaction features contribute to variance in the IC scores 
across task types? 
Table 2.1 Interaction features in oral communication assessment 










•! Asking for opinions 
•! Persuading 
•! Asking for information 
•! Conversational repair 




o! Checking own understanding 
o! Checking other’s understanding 
o! Indicating understanding of point made 
by partner 
o! Establishing common ground/purpose 
or strategy 
o! Asking for clarification when an 
utterance is misheard or misinterpreted  
o! Correcting an utterance made by other 
speaker 
o! Responding to requests for clarification 
•! Deciding 
He & Dai 
(2006) 
•! Group tasks •! Agreeing  
•! Disagreeing 
•! Asking for opinions or information 
•! Challenging opinions 
•! Supporting opinions 
•! Modifying opinions/arguments 
•! Persuading 
•! Developing another speaker’s ideas 
•! Negotiating meaning 
o! Asking for clarification 
o! Giving clarification 
o! Asking for confirmation 
•! Checking for comprehension 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 
 
Studies  Task types Interaction features investigated 
Van Moere 
(2007) 
•! Paired tasks •! Agreeing 
•! Disagreeing 
•! Asking for information or opinions 
•! Negotiating meaning 
o! Asking for clarification 
o! Giving clarification 
o! Asking for confirmation 
o! Checking for comprehension 
o! Supplying vocabulary for speaker 
•! Developing ideas 
•! Modifying arguments or ideas 
•! Persuading 
•! Expressing surprise 
•! Suggesting 
•! Providing information or opinions 
Galaczi 
(2008) 
•! Paired tasks •! Topic initiation  
•! Topic extension 
•! Use of questions 
•! Back-channels  




•! Paired tasks •! Nonverbal features 
o! Eye contact  
o! Body language 
o! Hand gestures 
o! Body posture 
o! Position of feet or legs 
•! Interactive listening: 
o! Comprehension 
!! Filling a silence 
!! Asking for clarification 
!! comprehension 
o! Supportive listening 
!! Back-channels 
•! Interactional management: 
o! Turn-taking management 
!! Replying with reasonable time 
!! Leaving time for peers to respond 
o! Topic management 
!! Connecting topics 
!! Extending topics 
!! Facilitating interaction 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 
 






•! Seeking information 
•! Asking a question 
•! Asking for agreement 
•! Requesting clarification 
•! Incorporating words 
•! Prompting elaboration 
•! Finishing sentences 
•! Referring to partners’ ideas 
•! Paraphrasing 
•! Eliciting opinions 
•! Expressing incomprehension 
•! Managing topics 
•! Suggesting words 
•! Correcting  
•! Responding to help 
•! Asking for help 
May (2011) •! Paired tasks •! Nonverbal features 
•! Body language  
•! Eye contact 
•! Facial expressions 
•! Hand gestures 
•! Body posture 
•! Listening to interlocutors 
•! Contributing to the quality of interaction 
•! Working cooperatively with partners 
•! Demonstrating assertive through 
communication 
•! Managing interaction 
•! Contributing to the authenticity of interaction 
•! Dominating interaction 
•! Demonstrating persuasiveness 
•! Helping partners out 
•! Asking for partner’s opinion 
•! Asking for clarification 
•! Using functional language 
Galaczi 
(2014) 
•! Paired tasks •! Developing topics 
•! Extending topics 
•! Back-chanelling 
•! Confirming comprehension 
•! Managing turn-taking 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 
 









•! Body position 





•! Interactive listening: 
o! Signaling comprehension 
!! Filling a silence 
!! Making comments 
!! Agreeing/disagreeing 
!! Correcting a mistake 
o! Signaling support 
!! Back-chanelling 
!! Prompting  
•! Interactional management 
o! Managing topics 
!! Initiating  
!! Developing 
!! Connecting  
o! Managing turn taking 
!! Number of turns 
!! Turn interruption 
!! Turn overlapping 
o! Using questions 
!! Agreement questions 
!! Confirmation questions 
!! Opinion questions 
!! Information questions 













•! Same as in O’Sullivan et al. (2002) 
•! Nonverbal features 
•! Gestures 
o! Body language 
o! Eye contact 
o! Facial expressions 
o! Smiling 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 
 














•! Breakdown repair 
o! Joint utterance creation 
o! Self/other 
o! Recasts  
•! Interactive listening 
o! Back-channeling 
o! Comprehension check 
o! Continuers 
•! Nonverbal features 
o! Eye contact 
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CHAPTER 3.   !METHODOLOGY 
This chapter first provides the information about the research design of the study. The 
chapter then presents the information about the participants including test takers, raters, and 
coders; materials; data collection procedures; and data analyses to answer each of the 
research questions. 
3.1 Research Design 
This study employed a triangulation design that involved collecting two sets of data 
simultaneously and using them in a parallel manner to provide a more thorough approach to 
answering the research questions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The qualitative data were 
the verbal and nonverbal interaction features emerging from the raters’ verbal reports when 
rating test takers’ interactional competence (IC) and from their semi-structured interviews. 
The quantitative data included: 1) 1155 IC scores from 385 test takers based on the EPT OC 
rating scale ranging from 1 (low not pass) to 4 (high pass), 2) 68 holistic IC scores (also 
ranging from 1 to 4), and 3) 1496 analytic IC scores for each interaction feature from the IAS 
from the 68 test-taker performances.  
First, the 1155 IC scores were used to answer the research question: “To what extent 
are prompts similar in terms of their difficulty level and of the construct that they are 
intended to measure?” Second, 32 rater verbal reports regarding the evaluations of test 
takers’ IC performances were coded to help answer the research question: “What types of 
interaction features do raters attend to while rating IC in different task types?” Third, the 68 
holistic IC scores and 1496 analytic IC scores from each interaction feature were used to 
answer the third and fourth research questions: “What types of interaction features do the 
individual scripted interview tasks and paired discussion tasks elicit? To what extent does the 
  40 
 
individual scripted interview task share interaction features with the paired discussion task?” 
and “To what extent do the nonverbal and the verbal interaction features contribute to 
variance in the IC scores across task types?” 
3.2 Participants 
There were three categories of participants: 385 test takers, six raters, and two coders. 
First, the 385 test takers were divided into three different samples: 1) 385 test takers whose 
existing score data were used to answer the first research question regarding the prompt 
difficulty and construct, 2) 4 of 385 test takers whose video-taped performances were used to 
answer the second research question concerning raters’ verbal reports on IC; this smaller 
sample was randomly chosen from the first sample of test takers, and 3) 34 test takers whose 
IC performances (two performances per test taker, amounting to 68 performances) were rated 
holistically and analytically to answer the third and fourth question with respect to the 
distributions of interaction features in the two task types and the variance of interaction 
features contributing to the IC score. These 34 test takers came from another subset of the 
first sample of test takers. 
The second category of participants includes six raters who were divided into two 
groups. The first group included four raters who produced verbal reports on test-taker 
performances regarding IC. The second group consisted of two raters who provided the 
holistic and analytic ratings of IC for 34 test takers.  
The third category of participants involves two coders who coded rater verbal 
reports. Figure 3.1 presents the three categories of participants. Each category of participants 
is presented in more detail in the subsections below.  
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Figure 3.1 Participants 
3.2.1 Test Takers  
 There are three samples of test takers. The description of each sample is presented in 
the following subsections.  
3.2.1.1 First sample of test takers 
Three hundred and eighty-five test takers were English as a Second Language 
international undergraduate and graduate students who were enrolling in a program at ISU in 
Spring 2018. (This study refers to all student participants majoring in a specific department at 
ISU as being within a “program”). This test-taker population included diverse first language 
backgrounds. Exact demographic information is unknown because of the nature of the data. 
These test takers’ standardized English proficiency test scores ranged from 79 to104 for the 
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL iBT) or the equivalent for the International 
English Language Testing System (IELTS) and the Pearson Test of English (PTE 
Academic). Since these scores did not meet the exemption categories for the ISU language 
requirements, test takers needed to take the English Placement Oral Communication Test 
Participants
385 test takers
IC scores from 385 
test takers used to 
answer the first RQ
4 test takers whose 8 
video performances 
were used to answer 
the 2nd RQ
34 test takers whose 
performances were 
rated to answer the 
3rd & 4th RQ
6 raters
4 raters giving 
verbal reports on 8 
performances from 4 
test takers 
2 raters rated IC 
holistically and 
analytically for 34 
test takers 
2 coders
2 coders coded 32 
verbal reports from 
the 4 raters 
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(EPT OC) at ISU, the test takers needed to take the test. The exemption categories include: 1) 
Students who are graduates from U.S. high schools (including Puerto Rico) with an ACT-E 
16 or above, and/or a SAT-EWR 450 or above, or SAT-CR 410 or above; 2) Students who 
have received a bachelor’s, master’s or Ph.D. degree from an English-speaking university 
such as the U.S., Canada, Great Britain, New Zealand, or Australia; 3) Students with a 
TOEFL score of 640 or above (paper-based TOEFL) or 105 and above (TOEFL iBT); 4) 
Students with a score of 8.0 or above on the IELTS; and 5) Students with a score of 72 or 
above on the PTE (English Placement Test [EPT], n.d.). 
3.2.1.2 Second sample of test takers 
 The second sample included four test takers from the above-mentioned sample of 385 
test takers, who enrolled in a program at ISU in Spring 2018. Their test performances were 
video-recorded. These test takers were all males, with their TOEFL iBT scores being from 79 
to 104 and EPT OC test scores ranging from a low pass score of 1 to a high pass score of 4.  
3.2.1.3 Third sample of test takers 
 The third sample was composed of 34 test takers from the first sample of 385, who 
enrolled in a program at ISU in Spring 2018. Their test performances were also video-
recorded. These test takers were 12 females and 22 males, with their TOEFL iBT scores 
ranging from 79 to 104, and EPT OC test scores across the four levels, from 1 to 4.  
3.2.2 Raters 
The raters in this study were six graduate students in the Applied Linguistics and 
Technology (ALT) program in the Department of English at ISU. It was necessary to target 
this particular group because of the need to have been trained in rating the EPT OC tasks. 
Thus, these raters were familiar with rating the tasks under investigation in this study. These 
raters had all received a master’s degree in Teaching English as a Second Language (TESL) 
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or in Applied Linguistics, and all but one were in the first to fifth year of a PhD program in 
Applied Linguistics and Technology. Due to their credentials and training in rating the EPT 
OC tasks, they were assumed to be experts in rating the speaking ability of nonnative English 
speakers. These raters were from Canada (1), the U.S. (3), Indonesia (1), and Korea (1). 
Among these six raters, there were three females and three males. 
3.2.3 Coders 
Two coders were graduate students in the ALT program at ISU, one of which was the 
researcher. Both coders received a master’s degree in TESL/Applied Linguistics. The 
researcher spent nearly four years in her doctoral program. The other coder spent more than 
two years in his doctoral program. Both of them are specialized in language assessment. The 
coders were familiar with the tasks since they rated the EPT OC test at least one time.  
3.3 Materials 
The materials used in this study included the individual scripted interview and the 
paired discussion task from the EPT OC, the IC rating scale, the verbal report protocol, and 
the IAS. 
3.3.1 The English Placement Oral Communication Test (EPT OC) and the Task Types 
The EPT OC is a face-to-face assessment of oral communication. The test is intended 
to measure test takers’ oral communication skills necessary for success in an academic 
context. The test aims to assess the ability to effectively interact with professors, instructors, 
and peers; the ability to use language fluently; the ability to produce language 
comprehensible to English users; and the ability to use academic vocabulary and grammar 
accurately and appropriately (English Placement Test [EPT], n.d.). The test is video recorded 
to ensure the quality of rating.  
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There are three tasks in the EPT OC: an individual scripted interview task, a retell 
task, and a paired-discussion task. In the individual scripted interview task, there are three 
questions, which revolve around a picture of an academic situation. Test takers are given one 
minute to respond to each of the three questions. The first question asks students to provide a 
description of the picture. The second question is a hypothetical related to the situation in the 
picture. The third is a problem-solving question in which test takers talk about what they 
would do in the second question hypothetical situation. This individual scripted interview 
task lasts approximately five minutes, including three 1-minute responses from test-takers 
and two-minute task administration. If test takers speak less than a minute, then examiners 
tell them they still have some amount of time left. One example of the individual scripted 
interview task is as follows: I will ask you three questions about this picture, and you will 
have one minute to answer each question. Please provide as much detail as possible when 
answering each of the questions.  
 
Figure 3.2 Prompt picture 
Q1) Please describe what you see in the picture in as much detail as possible.  
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Q2) In the picture, the male professor explains why the female student got a failing grade on 
an assignment; however, she thinks her grade should be better. In your country, what do 
people think about students arguing about the grades given by a professor?  
Q3) If you were in this situation, what would you say to the professor? (This example can be 
found at English Placement Test [EPT] n.d.) 
In the retell task, a test taker is given one chance to listen to an audio file 
approximately 30 seconds long on an issue and is given a minute to retell the speaker’s view 
and why the speaker has this view on the topic. Below is an example of the retell task which 
can be found at English Placement Test [EPT] n.d.) 
Now, you are going to listen to two speakers talking about pros and cons about social 
networking. After listening to the female speaker, I would like (Student A) to tell us 
what the opinion of the speaker is about social networking, and why the speaker has 
this opinion. Then, after listening to the male speaker, I would like (Student B) to tell 
us what the opinion of the speaker about social networking, and why this speaker has 
this opinion.  
 
Please retell the talk in your own words. Each of you will have 1 minute for retelling 
the speaker’s point of view. You will listen to the recording only once, and you cannot 
take notes. You need to listen carefully to the both speakers because you will discuss 
both speakers’ opinions later.  
 
Now, please listen carefully to the female speaker.  
 
[I spend two to three hours per day using social networking sites. Not many things in 
the world are free, but social networking sites are. These sites have given me a 
chance to keep in touch with family and friends and helped me professionally. My 
research productivity has increased since I started using Academia, which is a social 
platform for academics. Many scholars, including me, post their research papers on 
this site, so that anyone can access their research. This has also helped me to build 
social networks with others who have research interests similar to my own.]  
 
Now Student A, you have 1 minute to retell the female speaker’s point of view.  
 
[Mina: Retelling the female speaker’s talk for 1 minute]  
 
Now, please listen carefully to the male speaker.  
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[I never use social networking sites. I read a report that says as the number of 
Facebook friends a person has increased, the stress the person gets when they use the 
website also increases. Also, not surprisingly, people tend to spend far less time 
talking with their friends and families in face-to-face conversations because of the 
increased online interactions. Maybe most importantly, social networking sites are a 
huge waste of time and money. I can tell you that my boys are getting poor grades in 
school because they are always facebooking friends when they should be doing 
homework.]  
 
Now (Student B), you have 1 minute to retell the male speaker’s point of view.  
 
[Hiroshi: Retelling the female speaker’s talk for 1 minute] 
The third task is the paired discussion task. A test taker is required to interact with 
another test taker to defend the positions that they have retold in the retell task. The 
discussion lasts about four minutes, and test takers are encouraged to share time equally and 
have short exchanges. The instruction for this task is as follows:  
Now please defend the speaker’s position that you just retold, and try to convince 
your partner of the speaker’s views on the controversy. Even if you do not agree with 
the speaker, you need to support the speaker’s position. Please try to have short 
exchanges and share time equally with your partner. You have 4 minutes for this 
discussion. Either of you can begin.  
 
[Student A and Student B talking to each other: 4 Minutes of Discussion] 
For all three tasks, no preparation time is given, and taking notes is not allowed. The 
total time of the test lasts approximately 15 minutes. Only Tasks 1 and 3 were used in this 
dissertation. Table 3.1 presents the number of tasks under investigation in this study. 
Table 3.1 Number of tasks under investigation 
Task Total Use 
Individual scripted interview  34 These videos were used for IC ratings. 
4 These videos were used for verbal reports. 
 38  
Paired discussion  34 These videos were used for IC ratings. 
4 These videos were used for verbal reports. 
 38  
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3.3.2 Holistic Rating Scale 
The test takers’ performances were rated in terms of IC. IC was judged based on the 
appropriateness of response to a situation. More information about the descriptors of each 
band can be found in Appendix A. 
3.3.3 Verbal Reports and Semi-Structured Interviews 
A verbal report was used to elicit interaction features that raters attended to when they 
conducted their ratings of IC. The verbal report consisted of three stages. In the first stage, 
the raters viewed the performance and gave an overall evaluation on the test taker’s IC 
performance. In the second stage, the raters watched the video again, and the researcher 
paused the video every 20 seconds for them to point out the specific verbal and nonverbal 
interaction features that they noticed when judging the test taker’s IC performance. The 
reason why the video was paused every 20 seconds was that when piloting the evaluations of 
fluency and pronunciation/comprehensibility, it was sometimes hard for the raters to make 
judgments on only a 10 second or 15 second segment of speech. It was rather common for 
raters to say, ‘I do not have anything to say about this segment’ when these 10 or 15 second 
segments of speech were played for the raters’ judgment on the test taker’s fluency and 
pronunciation/comprehensibility. Consequently, the amount of 20 seconds was considered 
the best period of time for the raters to have enough time to generate their thoughts on the 
specific interaction features that they attended to when they judged a test taker’s IC. In the 
third stage, the raters participated in the semi-structured interview in which raters were asked 
whether they noticed other verbal and nonverbal interaction features that they did not say 
during their report. The instructions for the third stage were as follows: “Although you 
pointed out the interaction features that you noticed when you rated the IC performance, I 
[the researcher] also would like to ask if you noticed any other features you did not say 
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during your report. For example, did you attend to this nonverbal interaction feature [e.g., 
hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, facial expressions, head nod, laughter] when you 
were rating the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion task? How did you 
define the appropriateness of this feature? Did you attend to this verbal interaction feature 
[e.g., agreeing, disagreeing, using questions, initiating topics, developing topics, connecting 
topics, etc.] when you were rating the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion 
task? How did you define the appropriateness of this feature?” (See Appendix B for the full 
verbal report protocol.) 
3.3.4 Interaction Ability Scale 
Based on the findings from raters’ verbal reports and interviews, the interaction 
ability scale (IAS) was developed. In that scale, there are two subscales including the 
nonverbal interaction ability scale (NIAS) and the verbal interaction ability scale (VIAS).  
NIAS consists of five nonverbal interaction features: hand gestures, body posture, eye 
contact, facial expressions, and head nod. Hand gestures are operationalized as to whether a 
test taker uses hand gestures appropriately for the purpose of supporting meaning. For 
example, putting hands on a cheek was perceived by raters in this study as lack of interest in 
a conversation. Body posture is defined as to whether a test taker uses body posture 
appropriately to show engagement in the conversation. Staying upright was considered as an 
indicator of appropriate body posture by the raters in the study. Being hunched over or 
slouching away from the conversation was perceived inappropriate. Eye contact is 
operationalized as to whether a test taker maintains an appropriate eye contact to indicate a 
desire to communicate. For instance, test takers should look at the person with whom they 
are communicating. Facial expressions are operationalized as to whether a test taker uses 
appropriate facial expressions such as a quizzical look, gaze, or smiling to indicate a desire to 
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communicate with a partner, to respond to requests for clarification, or to repair conversation. 
The operationalization of head nod is whether a test taker uses appropriate amount of head 
nodding to indicate understanding and reciprocating. 
Seventeen verbal interaction features comprise agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension 
check, clarification request, confirmation check, confirming comprehension, questions for 
opinions/information, initiating topics, developing topics, connecting topics, self-correcting 
mistakes, correcting mistakes made by the partner, replying in an appropriate amount of 
time, replying with sufficient content, persuading, responding to clarification requests, and 
prompting. These features are those that the raters mentioned in their verbal reports and 
interviews. (See Appendix C for the entire scale). 
3.4 Procedures 
IRB approval was obtained (see Appendix H), and the informed consents from the 
raters were obtained prior to data collection. 
3.4.1 Rater Training 
3.4.1.1 Training for verbal reports 
The raters had been given training and practice in verbal report production before 
conducting the verbal reports (which were about verbal and nonverbal interaction features the 
raters oriented to during their process of judging the test takers’ IC). This training process 
comprised three steps. In the first step, the researcher went through the IC scale (see 
Appendix A) with the raters. For example, a high pass response on IC should be almost 
always appropriate in any given situation. ‘Almost always’ means that the test taker initiates 
and expands on his/her own ideas, connects his/her own ideas to a partner’s ideas, expands 
on a partners’ ideas, makes relevant comments, takes turns appropriately, asks appropriate 
questions, (dis)agrees politely, and answers questions in an appropriate amount of time. A 
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response receiving a pass score on IC should be usually appropriate in any given situation. 
That is, the test taker initiates and expands on his/her own ideas, makes relevant comments, 
connects his/her own ideas to a partner’s ideas but may not fully expand on a partner’s ideas, 
takes turns appropriately, ask appropriate questions, (dis)agrees politely, answers questions 
in a somewhat appropriate amount of time. A not pass response on IC should be generally 
appropriate in any given situation. This means that the test taker initiates a topic but may not 
expand on it very well, speaks without completely connecting his/her own ideas to a 
partner’s ideas, makes relevant comments, takes turns appropriately, may ask questions that 
are not completely appropriate, may not (dis)agree completely appropriately/politely, and 
may not answer questions in a completely appropriate amount of time. A low not pass 
response concerning IC should be often inappropriate in any given situation. The 
characteristics of an example of a low pass response include: the rater may assume that the 
test taker cannot understand questions or what his/her partner says; the test taker may not 
initiate and develop topics, may not contribute much to the discussion, may not ask 
appropriate questions, may not (dis)agree politely, may not answer questions in an 
appropriate amount of time, or may respond minimally and/or irrelevantly to a partner.  
In the second step, a verbal report sample was shown in which a trained rater for the 
EPT OC test verbally reported on how he judged a test taker’s 
pronunciation/comprehensibility performance. In this sample, the trained rater watched the 
test taker’s performance on the individual scripted interview task and then gave an 
approximately 47 second overall evaluation on the test taker’s 
pronunciation/comprehensibility performance. Below is an excerpt from the overall 
evaluation by the trained rater:  
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“I will give a pass score [score of 3] to her pronunciation. Her pronunciation is 
highly intelligible despite some minor accents like minor issues like the insertion of g 
sound with the –ing structure. And also her prosody is generally appropriate. Her 
word stress, I don’t observe any errors in word stress and also with the sentence level 
stress and intonation, I don’t notice any obvious errors there, so it’s generally good. 
That’s why I give her a pass on pronunciation.”  
After that, the trained rater watched the video again, and the video was paused every 
20 seconds so that the trained rater reported on the specific pronunciation/comprehensibility 
features that he noticed when judging the test taker’s pronunciation/comprehensibility. The 
20-second pauses were chosen based on several tryouts in which 10-second or 15-second 
segments did not allow the raters enough time to make judgments. This part of the sample 
verbal report lasted approximately two minutes. One example excerpt from this part is 
presented below:  
“[The first 20-second speech segment is played] So, this segment, her pronunciation 
is correct in all the phonemes, a lot of the word stress is also correct, except for the 
word ‘professor’ she places the stress on the second syllable. [The second segment is 
played] Ok, so she has some minor issues with the assertion, she says ‘discussing g’ 
inserting the g sound at the end. I think other than that, it’s generally appropriate.” 
After the judgments of the 20-second speech segments were complete, the trained 
rater was asked whether he had noticed any other features that he did not mention during his 
report. An example of the comments is as follows: 
“She uses hand gestures but I think I pay more attention to her speech. Even if I 
didn’t see this girl I was just listening, I can still understand what she’s trying to say. 
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The hand gestures sort of play a role, but I don’t think it’s a huge impact on my 
decision.”  
In the third step of the verbal report training process, the raters practiced how to 
produce a verbal report on fluency – another construct of oral communication. During this 
practice section, the raters also repeated the steps as described in the training sample above. 
First, the raters watched the video and gave a general evaluation on the test taker’s 
performance in terms of fluency. Then, the video was paused every 20 seconds for the raters 
to point out specific fluency features that they attended to during their judgment of the test 
taker’s fluency. The researcher gave feedback on each of the practice verbal reports. For 
example, if the raters evaluated the two segments of speech similarly, in order to prevent 
repetition in the verbal report, the raters might report that their evaluation for this segment 
was similar to the previous one. 
After the one-hour training section for the production of verbal reports, each rater 
started giving the verbal reports on eight test-taker performances on IC, including four 
reports on the individual scripted interview task and four reports on the paired discussion task 
(see Appendix B for the full verbal report protocol). The two test takers in the performances 
were males, one of whom obtained a high pass score while the other received a pass score on 
both task types in terms of IC. In the individual scripted interview task, test takers responded 
to three questions about online reading. In the paired discussion task, test takers discussed a 
topic regarding the use of security cameras in public places. To view test takers’ videos, the 
raters were in a secure room on ISU campus. The raters were paid for their participation. 
Audacity (installed in the researcher’s computer) was used to audio-record the entire process 
of training and verbal report production. There were 32 verbal reports in total. 
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Finally, each rater participated in a semi-structured interview in which they were 
asked whether they noticed other verbal and nonverbal interaction features that they did not 
mention during their verbal reports. The interview data were used as supplementary data in 
support of the 32 verbal reports to answer the research question: What types of interaction 
features do raters attend to when rating IC in different task types? In addition, these data 
were used to develop the IAS. This scale was used to answer the research questions: What 
types of interaction features do the individual scripted interview tasks and paired discussion 
tasks elicit? To what extent does the individual scripted interview task share interaction 
features with the paired discussion task? and To what extent do interaction features 
contribute to variance in the IC scores across task types? 
3.4.1.2 Training for IC ratings 
There were two types of IC ratings: a holistic rating based on the EPT OC IC scale, 
and analytic ratings based on the IAS. Two raters had been trained before they conducted the 
ratings. Each training section included two parts: online training and face-to-face training. 
The online training took about two hours, and the face-to-face training took approximately 
one hour.   
During this online training session, the raters learned about the aims of the test and 
the two sample tasks which are described in Section 3.3.1 above, and the descriptors in the 
EPT OC IC rating scale which are provided in Appendix A. The raters also learned about the 
procedures through the information provided on the website of the test (English Placement 
Test [EPT], n.d.) before having a hands-on experience with the administration of the test 
during the face-to-face training section.   
During the face-to-face training, the raters were introduced to six different videos of 
students performing the test: three videos of the individual scripted interview task and three 
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videos of the paired discussion task. These videos covered a range of abilities from 1 to 4 in 
accordance with the four bands in the rating scale (1 = low not pass; 2 = not pass; 3 = pass; 4 
= high pass). This rater norming process consisted of several steps. First, the raters watched 
each entire sample video. Then, the researcher articulated how the sample performance was 
scored using the rating scale. For example, the researcher might use statements like this: “I 
give her a 2 (= not pass) on IC because she usually responds appropriately, which aligns with 
the descriptor of not pass in the IC scale. ‘Usually’ means that she initiates and expands her 
own ideas and takes turns appropriately, but she does not connect her ideas to her partner’s 
ideas and not fully expand on her partner’s ideas.”  
In order to rate the performances analytically, the raters watched a video and gave 
ratings for each of the 22 interaction features on the IAS. Then, the researcher and the raters 
discussed the ratings. Second, the raters were guided through the ratings of a few samples, 
and if there were any disagreements in the ratings by the raters, discussion was needed to 
solve the disagreements. In total, the raters practiced rating two individual and two paired 
discussion performances. 
After training, the two raters rated 68 videos, including 34 individual performances 
and 34 paired discussion performances. The raters watched each performance entirely and 
then gave a holistic rating and analytical ratings. The order of tasks was counter-balanced in 
order to avoid potential order effect. Table 3.2 shows the order of videos rated in each of the 
four rating days. 
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Table 3.2 Order of tasks (n = 68) 
Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 
I1 P27  I24  P16 
P34 I29  P18 I34 
I9 P4  I20 P9 
P15 I28  P1 I33 
I17 P31 I23 P29 
P23 I26 P30 I2 
I25 P10 I18 P24 
P2 I22 P25 I6 
I30  P14 I11 P12 
P6 I12 P32 I7 
I31 P20 I19 P22 
P3 I10 P28 I27 
I5 P21 I3 P5 
P11 I16 P13 I4 
I13 P17 I14 P33 
P19 I32 P26 I8 
I21 P8 I15 P7 
Note. I = individual scripted interview tasks, P = paired discussion tasks 
 
3.4.2 Coder Training 
The two coders used a list of interaction features (see Table 3.3) as a reference for 
their coding of rater verbal reports. This list was compiled from the literature of IC in oral 
communication assessment. In Table 3.3, there are 28 interaction features, including six 
nonverbal features and 22 verbal features. The second column of the table presents the names 
of the features, and the third column discusses the operationalization of the features.  
The coders coded four verbal reports individually and then discussed the coding. 
There were several important points emerging from this discussion.  
First, laugher did not seem to occur in EPT OC test-taker performances, probably due 
to the nature of a testing situation. Despite its rare presence in the EPT OC performance, it 
was decided that laughter was kept in the list because this feature would probably occur in 
the other rater verbal reports. 
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Table 3.3 A list of interaction features compiled from literature 
No. Nonverbal Features Did a rater report on a test taker’s 
1 Hand gestures using hand gestures? 
2 Body posture using body postures? 
3 Eye contact using eye contact? 
4 Facial expressions using facial expressions (including a quizzical 
look, gaze, smiling)? 
5 Head nod using head nod? 
6 Laughter using laughter?  
 Verbal Features Does a rater report on a test taker’s 
1 Agreeing agreeing with a statement made by a partner? 
2 Disagreeing disagreeing with a statement made by a 
partner? 
3 Using questions for comprehension 
check 
checking a partner’s understanding? 
4 Using questions for clarification asking for clarification when an utterance is 
misheard or misinterpreted? 
5 Using questions for confirmation checking own understanding? 
6 Using questions for opinion asking for opinions? 
7 Using questions for information asking for information? 
8 Using questions for floor offer inviting a partner to speak? 
9 Using questions for agreement 
/establishment of common ground 
establishing common ground/purpose or 
strategy? 
10 Initiating topics starting any interactions? 
11 Extending/developing topics extending/developing a topic? 
12 Connecting topics referring to a partner’s ideas?  
13 Correcting a mistake correcting a word or an utterance made by a 
partner which is perceived to be incorrect or 
by the speakers themselves? 
14 Replying in an appropriate amount of 
time 
replying in an appropriate amount of time? 
15 Leaving time for a partner’s response leaving time for a partner to respond? 
16 Back-chanelling using back-channels to indicate understanding 
of a partner’s ideas? 
17 Persuading  attempting to persuade another person? 
18 Responding to required clarification responding to requests for clarification?  
19 Confirming comprehension confirming comprehension of a partner’s idea? 
20 Challenging a partner’s views challenging a partner’s ideas? 
21 Prompting elaboration prompting to encourage a partner to talk? 
22 Helping a partner out by filling a 
silence with a suggested word 
helping a partner out? 
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Second, because of the nature of the tasks (which did not require test takers to reach 
an agreement), using questions for agreement/establishment of common ground might not 
happen in the test corpus. Similar to laughter, using questions for agreement/establishment of 
common ground was still kept in the list, but it was not surprising if this feature might not be 
found in rater verbal reports.  
Third, using questions for opinion and using questions for information should be 
combined because raters reported that they could not find a distinct difference between these 
two features. Thus, these features were replaced with using questions for 
opinion/information.  
Fourth, using questions for floor offer was perceived by raters to be similar to 
initiating topics. Hence, the coders decided to remove using questions for floor offer from the 
list. The reason for removing using questions for floor offer instead of initiating topics was 
that it was not always necessary to use a question to be able to invite a partner to speak.  
Fifth, the coders decided to group several instances of making relevant comments into 
the feature of connecting topics, since the rater verbal reports showed that the feature of 
making relevant comments was perceived as referring to a partner’s idea. Therefore, any 
instances of making relevant comments in the rater verbal reports were grouped into the 
feature of connecting topics.  
Sixth, the coders created two new sub-categories for correcting a mistake, which 
were self-correcting mistakes and correcting mistakes made by the partner. The reason was 
that raters reported that self-correcting mistakes was important if the mistakes caused 
misunderstanding; however, it was not polite to correct mistakes made by the other persons 
although it was important to correct mistakes which caused misunderstanding. Hence, 
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correcting a mistake was replaced with self-correcting mistakes and correcting mistakes 
made by the partner.  
Seventh, the two features of leaving time for a partner’s response and replying in an 
appropriate amount of time were similar. Especially, in the paired discussion task, the 
requirement was that test takers should have short exchanges and share time equally. 
Therefore, test takers’ replying in an appropriate amount of time entailed leaving enough 
time for a partner to participate in a discussion. Thus, the coders decided to remove leaving 
time for a partner’s response from the list.  
Eighth, the rater verbal reports showed that raters attended to the feature of replying 
with sufficient content when evaluating test takers’ IC. Hence, this new feature was created 
and added to the list.  
In short, there were eight changes made to the original list. Additionally, any of the 
non-interaction features such as aspects of fluency, pronunciation, or grammar/vocabulary 
were classified into the ‘miscellaneous’ category. The final version of the list of interaction 
features is presented in Table 3.4. This updated list was used for the coding of four rater 
verbal reports for inter-coder reliability estimates. This list was also used for the coding of 






  59 
 
Table 3.4 A list of interaction features for final coding 
No. Nonverbal Features Did a rater report on a test taker’s 
1 Hand gestures using hand gestures? 
2 Body postures using body posture? 
3 Eye contact using eye contact? 
4 Facial expressions using facial expressions (including a quizzical 
look, gaze, smiling)? 
5 Head nod using head nod? 
6 Laughter using laughter?  
 Verbal Features Does a rater report on a test taker’s 
1 Agreeing agreeing with a statement made by a partner? 
2 Disagreeing disagreeing with a statement made by a 
partner? 
3 Using questions for comprehension 
check 
checking a partner’s understanding? 
4 Using questions for clarification asking for clarification when an utterance is 
misheard or misinterpreted? 
5 Using questions for confirmation checking own understanding? 
6 Using questions for 
opinions/information 
asking for opinions/information? 
7 Initiating topics starting any interactions? 
8 Extending/developing topics extending/developing a topic? 
9 Connecting topics referring to a partner’s ideas?  
10 Self-correcting mistakes correcting a word or an utterance made by the 
speakers themselves which are perceived to be 
incorrect  
11 Correcting mistakes made by the 
partner 
correcting a word or an utterance made by a 
partner which is perceived to be incorrect 
12 Replying in an appropriate amount of 
time 
replying in an appropriate amount of time? 
13 Replying with sufficient content replying with sufficient content? 
14 Back-chanelling using back-channels to indicate understanding 
of a partner’s ideas? 
15 Persuading  attempting to persuade another person? 
16 Responding to required clarification responding to requests for clarification?  
17 Confirming comprehension confirming comprehension of a partner’s idea? 
18 Challenging a partner’s views challenging a partner’s ideas? 
19 Prompting elaboration prompting to encourage a partner to talk? 
20 Helping a partner out by filling a 
silence with a suggested word 
helping a partner out? 
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3.5 Data Analysis 
FACETS 3.80.0 (Linacre, 2017) was used for data analysis for answering the first 
research question which related to many-facet Rasch measurement. SPSS Version 22 was 
used for data analysis for the third and fourth research question which related to exploratory 
factor analysis, logistic regression, and multiple and simple regressions. 
3.5.1 To what extent are prompts similar in terms of their difficulty level and of the 
construct that they are intended to measure? 
FACETS 3.80.0 was used to conduct many-facet Rasch analysis on IC scores 
obtained from 385 test takers to examine whether individual and paired prompts are similar 
in terms of their difficulty level and of the construct that they are intended to measure. The 
data were entered into the Rating Scale Model (Andrich, 1978). The facets included 
examinees, raters, and prompts. Fit statistics were used to check data unidimensionality. The 
reasonable range for fit statistics for English Placement tests should be between 0.5 – 1.5 
(Eckes, 2015). A prompt with an infit index over 1.5 suggests a poor fit to the model; a 
prompt with an infit index less than 0.5 suggests that the prompt does not measure a 
meaningful construct (Eckes, 2015). Separation indices are reported to show differences in 
prompt difficulty, and infit indices are reported to examine if prompts measure similar 
constructs of IC. 
The assumption of unidimensionality for the prompt was checked. One prompt had an 
infit of 1.61, suggesting that this prompt functioned differently, thereby leading to a poor fit 
to the model. The fit statistics of the other prompts were in the range of 0.5 and 1.5, 
suggesting that those prompts measured similar constructs of IC. Thus, it can be concluded 
that the data did not seem to violate unidimensionality. The chi-square statistic for the overall 
model fit is 1269.15 (df = 654, p < .001), indicating that the data did not fit the model. In 
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other words, there are differences in the facets. However, since chi-square is sensitive to a 
large sample size (Eckes, 2015), it is not surprising that the data did not fit the model. 
Therefore, another way to assess whether the data fit the model is to examine the mean of 
standardized residuals and the sample standard deviation (Linacre, 2010). According to 
Linacre (2010), the mean of standardized residuals should be close to .00, and the sample 
standard deviation should be close to 1.00. In the data of this dissertation study, the mean of 
standardized residuals is .01, and the sample standard deviation of standardized residuals is 
.98. These statistics suggest that the data fit the model, or that there are no differences in the 
facets. Thus, the data is generally unidimensional. However, it is possible that some minor 
deviations from unidimensionality exist, and these deviations may have implications for the 
properties of the assessment.  
3.5.2 What types of interaction features do raters attend to when rating IC in different 
task types? 
The four raters verbally reported on which features they attended to when judging test 
takers’ IC. Each rater provided eight verbal reports for test takers across proficiency levels 
based on the EPT OC test scores: four for the individual scripted interview task and another 
set of four for the paired discussion task. In total, there were 32 verbal reports.  
After the 32 verbal reports were transcribed, the transcripts were segmented into 
“idea” units and then coded by two coders. An “idea” unit was defined as “a single or several 
utterances, either continuous or separated by other talk but falling within the same turn, with 
a single aspect of the performance as the focus” (Brown, Iwashita, & McNamara, 2005, p. 
14). The two coders together coded four verbal reports in terms of the interaction features 
that raters commented in their reports. Cohen’s Kappa was 0.87, suggesting that the inter-
coder agreement was high. Table 3.4 shows the examples of the coding of rater verbal 
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reports. (In this table, the first column presents the speech segments from the verbal reports; 
the second and third column presents how Coder 1 and Coder 2 coded the segments; the last 
column discusses whether the coders agreed on the coding and the solutions that the coders 
made if there were disagreements.) Given the high agreement, it was deemed acceptable to 
proceed with only one coder. Next, the remaining reports were coded by the researcher, 
which were included in the final data analysis. NVivo 11.0 was used to organize the coding 
data. The data were qualitatively analyzed to answer the research question. 
Table 3.5 Examples of coding of raters' verbal reports 
 Coder 1 Coder 2 Agreed 
He has this nonverbal gestures. Hand gestures Hand gestures  √ 
He’s giving the argument that he gave 
at the end didn’t really make sense, it 
didn’t really connect to what  the other 






He’s putting his hand on his cheek. Hand gestures Hand gestures  √ 
He’s the one initiating. Initiating topics Initiating topics  √ 
He’s agreeing. Agreeing Agreeing  √ 
He just says ‘sure’. 
 
















He’s acknowledging saying I can 
understand your viewpoint. 
Confirming 
comprehension 
No coding Confirming 
comprehension 
He’s agreeing politely. Agreeing Agreeing  √ 





He’s responding a little bit late. 
 
Replying in an 
appropriate 
amount of time 
Replying in an 
appropriate 
amount of time 
 √ 
He’s just going back to that to the 





This person is having a hard time to 
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Table 3.5 (continued) 
 
 Coder 1 Coder 2 Agreed 







He’s taking turns. 
 
Replying in an 
appropriate 
amount of time 
Replying in an 
appropriate 
amount of time 
 √ 





He actively nods. Head nod Head nod  √ 
He made a lot of like various kinds of 
hand gestures. 
Hand gestures Hand gestures  √ 




 No coding Connecting 
topics 





He also brings him back to like the 






He nodded at least three times. Head nod Head nod  √ 
He said things like ‘oh I see’ like I 






Then, the nod… Head nod Head nod  √ 
…the various kinds of hand gestures. Hand gestures Hand gestures  √ 





He’s trying to refute that position. Persuading Persuading  √ 
He really specifically points out all the 







He nodded while he was listening. Head nod Head nod  √ 












He uses lots of hand gestures. Hand gestures Hand gestures  √ 
He makes frequent eye contact. Eye contact Eye contact  √ 
It includes everything what his partner 






He’s like… opposed to his partner’s 
idea. 
Persuading Persuading  √ 
He’s kind of like finalizing his position 
and kind of like emphasizing what he 
has said. 
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Table 3.5 (continued) 
 
 Coder 1 Coder 2 Agreed 
He has this strategy to kind of like, you 











He starts from what he said like “oh, 







He nodded. Head nod Head nod √ 
Let’s talk about the point of the 






He goes more in detail on what his 






He says things like a lot of hand 
gestures. 
Hand gestures Hand gestures √ 
He just laid out like it’s like still my 
position is stronger than yours. 
Persuading Persuading √ 





He had his hand on his cheek. Hand gestures Hand gestures √ 
He said I don’t know he gave up too 
easily I think. 
Persuading Persuading √ 










He’s using some hedges. Miscellaneous No coding Miscellaneous 
…if he used more hedging rather than 
just saying I don’t know. 
Miscellaneous No coding Miscellaneous 





He has pretty good eye contact. Eye contact Eye contact √ 
In an interaction you want to have at 
least some like eye contact. 
Eye contact Eye contact √ 












He’s not initiating eye contact with the 
communicator. 
Eye contact Eye contact  √ 





He does that nonverbal gesturing again  Hand gestures Hand gestures  √ 
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Table 3.5 (continued) 
 
 Coder 1 Coder 2 Agreed 
like I don’t know.    















He also maintains eye contact. Eye contact Eye contact  √ 
He responds actively to the examiner 
by saying like okay, alright.  
Confirming 
comprehension 
No coding Confirming 
comprehension 
He’s nodding. Head nod Head nod √ 







He really like goes in depth about what 






He maintains the eye contact. Eye contact Eye contact √ 





He gives like a really detailed good 
reasons, provides a lot of detailed 






He’s confirming the questions and like 







When he gives reasons, he uses 
conditional sentences. 
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous √ 
He really like makes strong eye 
contact. 
Eye contact Eye contact √ 
He puts a lot of accent whenever he 
says ‘if’ and the ‘you have to’ so, he 
knows like when to highlight to 
showcase his ideas better. 
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous √ 
He’s really knows like how to 
emphasize things I think whenever he’s 
talking he really accents ‘but’ and like 
‘if’ and those phrases are really 
effective when they’re highlighted. 
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous √ 
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3.5.3 What types of interaction features do the individual scripted interview tasks and 
paired discussion tasks elicit? To what extent does the individual scripted interview 
task share interaction features with the paired discussion task? 
Paired discussion tasks have been shown to elicit a wider range of interaction features 
than interview tasks (Van Lier, 1989; Fulcher, 1996; Taylor, 2000; Brooks, 2009). Therefore, 
it is hypothesized that the paired discussion tasks elicit more interaction features than the 
individual scripted interview tasks. To examine this hypothesis, 68 test-taker performances 
were rated analytically based on the IAS. Logistic regressions were conducted to examine 
whether interaction features elicited in the two tasks vary. The dependent variable for logistic 
regressions is task type, and the independent variables are groups of interaction features. 
These groups of interaction features were determined using exploratory factor analysis.  
Regarding the exploratory factor analysis, the common factor model was employed 
for data analysis of this current study instead of the principle component analysis because of 
two reasons. First, the purpose of factor analysis for this current study is to attempt to 
determine the sub-constructs of IC; therefore, the common factor model was used, which is 
directed at understanding the relations among measured variables in the data set by 
understanding constructs underlying them. Second, the purpose of this analysis is to 
understand the structure of correlations among the 19 measured variables, not to reduce these 
variables to a more manageable size. Therefore, based on these reasons, the common factor 
model was used for this data analysis instead of the principal component analysis. The 
assumptions for exploratory factor analysis (Ockey, 2013) and for logistic regressions are 
presented in the following sections. 
3.5.3.1 Assumptions for exploratory factor analysis 
Independence. Independence assumes that the data obtained by one participant is not 
affected by another participant and that participants are randomly selected. For this 
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dissertation, the data were randomly collected in two ways. First, the 68 test-taker 
performances were randomly selected among about 300 videos from the EPT OC registry at 
ISU. Second, the raters were trained not to compare a rating of one student with that of 
another student. Thus, the independence assumption was reasonably met.  
 Linearity of relationships among all pairs of variables. This assumption checks if 
the relationship between observed variables follows a linear pattern. Bivariate scatterplots of 
the relationships among all pairs were checked (see Appendix D). The features of F9 
(clarification request), F13 (initiating topics), and F21 (responding to clarification requests) 
were not included due to their very low reliability estimates (0.13, 0.13, and 0.00, 
respectively). This issue will be presented in Section 4.3.1. The bivariate scatterplots did not 
appear to show any curve. However, in considering the nature of the data (which was not 
continuous but treated as continuous), it is not surprising to see that the lines of some pairs of 
variables were horizontal. Therefore, the linearity of relationships among all pairs of 
variables assumption was reasonably met.  
 Absence of multicollinearity and singularity. This assumption checks if there are not 
too high correlations among variables. According to Ockey (2013), this assumption may be 
violated if the correlations among variables are at .90 or above. Correlations among the 
variables (see Appendix D) were checked, and all of the correlations were less than .90. The 
highest correlation was between F6 (agreeing) and F7 (disagreeing) and between F14 
(developing topics) and F19 (replying with sufficient content), which were .84. These 
correlations suggest that there was no evidence of multicollinearity and singularity in the 
data. Variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance values for each interaction feature were 
also checked. According to Pedhazur (1997), VIFs should be less than 10 and tolerance 
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values should be larger than .10. VIFs and tolerance values for interaction features were in 
the acceptable ranges, which are less than 10 for VIFs and larger than .10 for tolerance (see 
Appendix D). Based on the statistics of correlation and VIFs and tolerance values, it suggests 
that the assumption of multicollinearity and singularity was reasonably met.  
Outlier. According to Ockey (2013), a score in the data set might be considered as an 
outlier when it is largely different from the rest; checking potential outliers is crucial for 
factor analysis, since they may lead to a flawed analysis. Cook’s Distances (i.e., Cook’s D), a 
test of outliers, were checked to examine whether there were any outliers that have high 
influence on the data. A point with D > 1 is considered to negatively affect the data (Cohen 
& Cohen, 2003). All of the Cook’s Distances in the data were smaller than 1.0 (see Appendix 
D). Hence, no highly influenced outlier was found in the data set. 
Sample size. Kline (1994) suggested that a sample size of 100 can provide reliable 
estimates, while a sample size of 50 may not provide very accurate estimates. Moreover, 
Ockey (2013) suggested that when assumptions are met and there are no outliers, fewer cases 
will be needed for estimates to be accurate than when compared to less well-behaved data. 
For this current study, the assumptions were met and no outliers were found. Therefore, a 
sample size of 68 may be assumed to provide acceptably accurate estimates. 
3.5.3.2 Assumptions for logistic regression 
 Logistic regression has two important assumptions: observations must be independent 
and independent variables must be linearly related to the logit of the dependent variable 
(Leech et al., 2011). The assumption of independence was met, with the explanation 
provided above in the assumption of exploratory factor analysis. The assumption of linearity 
will be reported in more details in Section 4.3.3.2. Besides, multicollinearity is a potential 
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source of misleading results; therefore, this should be assessed (Leech et al., 2011). 
Multicollinearity will be reported in Section 4.3.3.2.  
3.5.4 To what extent do the nonverbal and the verbal interaction features contribute to 
variance in the IC scores across task types? 
Sixty-eight test-taker performances were rated holistically based on the 4-point rating 
scale of IC. Hierarchical regressions were conducted separately for each task to investigate 
which verbal and nonverbal interaction features predict IC scores. The dependent variable is 
the IC score; the independent variables are groups of interaction features.
The assumptions which underlie the multiple regression analysis include 
independence, linearity, homoscedasticity, normality, and collinearity (Pedhazur, 1997). 
Independence assumes that the data obtained by one test taker is not affected by another test 
taker and that test takers are randomly selected.  Linearity assumes that the relationship 
between a dependent variable and a predictor variable follows a linear pattern. 
Homoscedasticity assumes that the variance of a dependent variable is constant for all values 
of independent variables. Normality assumes that scores are normally distributed. 
Collinearity shows the inter-correlation among independent variables. High correlations 
among two independent variables indicate that these two variables share the same 
information about a construct.  
3.5.4.1 Assumptions of multiple regression for the individual scripted interview 
task 
 Independence. Test-taker video-taped performances were randomly selected and 
each test taker took the test individually without help from other test takers in the task. 
Therefore, the assumption of independence was reasonably met. 
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 Linearity. Scatterplots of the relationships between IC and each of the interaction 
features were checked (see Appendix E). The scatterplots did not appear to show any curve. 
There seemed to be a linear relationship between IC and each interaction feature with no 
potential outliers. The residual plot (see Appendix E) shows that there seemed to be no 
curved pattern in the plot. Thus, the assumption of linearity was reasonably met. 
Homoscedasticity. This assumption checks if the variance of the dependent variable 
is constant for all values of the independent variables. The residual plots (see Appendix E) 
seemed to show a similar spread of points above and below the residual line of 0, and the 
plots do not seem to show any megaphone-type shape. Thus, the homoscedasticity 
assumption was reasonably met.   
Normality. Except F7 (disagreeing), F17 (correcting mistakes made by the partner), 
and F22 (prompting), each interaction feature was less than 3.0 for skewness and 10.0 for 
kurtosis, which was in the reasonable range (Kline, 2005, cited in Ockey, 2013, p. 13) (see 
Appendix E). As a result, F7, F17, and F22 were transformed prior to data analysis.  
Collinearity. Variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance values for each interaction 
feature were checked. The reasonable ranges should be less than 10 for VIF and larger than 
.10 for tolerance values (Pedhazur, 1997). As for the individual scripted interview task, F10 
(confirmation check), F18 (replying in an appropriate amount of time), and F19 (replying 
with sufficient content) had the VIFs of 11.35, 12.89, and 18.13, and the tolerance values of 
.09, .08, and .06, respectively (see Appendix E). These values suggest that the data show 
collinearity. A discussion of how this issue of collinearity will be resolved was presented in 
Chapter 4.  
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3.5.4.2 Assumptions of multiple regression for the paired discussion task 
Independence. Test-taker video-taped performances were randomly selected and the 
raters were trained to rate a performance based on the rating rubrics, not on another 
performance. Therefore, the assumption of independence was reasonably met. 
 Linearity. Scatterplots of the relationships between IC and each of the interaction 
features were checked (see Appendix F). There did not seem to be a curve in the scatterplots. 
A linear relationship was found between IC and each interaction feature with no potential 
outliers. The residual plot (see Appendix F) shows no curved pattern in the plot. Thus, the 
assumption of linearity was reasonably met. 
Homoscedasticity. The residual plot (see Appendix F) seemed to show a similar 
spread of points above and below the residual line of 0, and the plot did not seem to show 
any megaphone-type shape. Thus, the homoscedasticity assumption was reasonably met. 
Normality. Only F22 (prompting) had a skewness of 4.01 and a kurtosis of 19.26 
which are not in the reasonable ranges of less than 3 for skewness and less than 10.0 for 
kurtosis (see Appendix F). Thus, F22 was transformed before conducting data analysis. The 
values of skewness and kurtosis of the other features were in the reasonable ranges, 
suggesting they were normally distributed. 
Collinearity. There were 14 features whose values exceeded 10 for VIFs and were 
smaller than .10 for tolerance values. They are F1 (hand gestures) (12.39 for VIF and .08 for 
tolerance), F3 (eye contact) (17.64 and .06), F4 (facial expressions) (23.95 and .04), F5 (head 
nod) (15.40 and .07), F6 (agreeing) (10.52 and .10), F8 (comprehension check) (12.26 and 
.08), F9 (clarification request) (19.29 and .05), F10 (confirmation check) (17.79 and .06), 
F12 (questions for opinion/information) (15.61 and .06), F14 (developing topics) (12.39 and 
.08), F17 (correcting mistakes made by the partner) (19.12 and .05), F20 (persuading) (10.16 
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and .10), and F22 (prompting) (27.88 and .04) (see Appendix F). This suggests that the data 
contain collinearity. Therefore, the assumption of collinearity was not met, and the issue of 
collinearity and how to resolve this issue will be discussed in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4.   !RESULTS 
This chapter presents the findings of the four research questions. The research 
questions were addressed to answer the following: 1) the extent to which prompts are similar 
in terms of their difficulty level and of the construct that they are intended to measure, 2) the 
interaction features that raters attend to when rating interactional competence (IC) in the 
individual scripted interview task and in the paired discussion task, 3) the interaction features 
that the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion task elicit, 4) the extent to 
which the individual scripted interview task shares interaction features with the paired 
discussion task, and 5) the extent to which the interaction features contribute to variance in 
the IC scores across the two task types. In the following sections, the findings of each of the 
research questions are presented in detail. 
4.1 Results for Research Question 1 
To what extent are prompts similar in terms of their difficulty level and of the 
construct that they are intended to measure? 
 In order to answer this question, 1155 IC scores from 385 test takers on 24 prompts 
(including 12 prompts for the individual scripted interview task and 12 for the paired 
discussion task) were examined. No unconnected subsets were found in the data. Measures 
for the prompt facet from the FACETS vertical ruler were reported, together with separation 
and reliability indices, and fair averages, to examine if prompts were consistent in their 
difficulty level when taking rater severity into account. Infit indices were also reported to 
examine if the prompts measured similar constructs of IC.  
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4.1.1 Prompt Difficulty 
 The FACETS ruler (see Figure 4.1) shows measures of examinees, judges, prompts, 
and rating scales on the logit scale from -9 to 8. Since this research question mainly focused 
on the prompt, the fourth column, which represents the prompts in terms of their relative 
difficulty, needs to be explained in more detail. The prompt facet is negatively oriented, 
indicating that the measures of the relative difficulty of prompts are ordered with difficult 
prompts at the top of the column and easy prompts at the bottom of the column. In general, 
the observed difficulty level of the 24 prompts spread within 2.7 logits, from 1.38 to -1.32 
(see Table 4.1). Most of the prompts were clustered around the mean difficulty of prompts 
(0.57 logits). The separation index is 1.44, meaning that there was only one meaningful level 
of prompt difficulty in this analysis. In other words, the prompts were similar in terms of 
difficulty level. The reliability estimate for the separation index, which refers to how reliably 
the prompts are distinguished in terms of their difficulty level, is .67. The value close to 1 
means that the levels of prompt difficulty are reliably different (Eckes, 2015). A reliability 
index of .67 indicates that the difficulty levels of prompts are not very reliably different. 
Thus, these indicators suggest that the prompts did not differ in terms of difficulty.   
In addition, fair averages and severity measures of the prompts were reported (see 
Table 4.1 on page 80) to further examine the difficulty level of the prompts. As can be seen 
from Table 4.1, fair averages, which are adjusted average scores of the prompts when rater 
severity are taken into consideration, range from 2.62 to 3.09. A prompt with a lower fair 
average score suggests that the prompt is more difficult (Eckes, 2015). For example, among 
the 24 prompts, Prompt 110 has the lowest fair average of 2.62, suggesting that Prompt 110 
is the most difficult prompt. The highest fair average is 3.09 for Prompt 215, suggesting that 
this prompt is the easiest prompt as compared to the others. The range of the fair average 
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scores is only 0.47. This also shows that the difficulty level of the prompts was similar. The 
estimated logit value for each prompt is also presented in the fourth column of Table 4.1. For 
instance, the measure value of Prompt 110, the hardest prompt, is 1.38, and that of Prompt 
215, the easiest prompt, is -1.32, adding further information about the fact that Prompt 110 
was only slightly more difficult than Prompt 215. 
 
Figure 4.1 FACETS ruler 
In short, based on the fair averages, the measures, and the separation index and its 
reliability, it shows that the 24 prompts were similar in terms of their difficulty level. The 
next paragraph presents infit indices to examine whether the prompts measured similar 
constructs of IC.  
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4.1.2 Prompts as Measures of Similar Constructs 
The extent to which different prompts measure the same construct can be judged by 
their infit statistics. The reasonable range of meansquare infit statistics should be between 0.5 
and 1.5 for English placement tests (Eckes, 2015). A prompt that poorly fits the model will 
have an infit index over 1.5 (Eckes, 2015). This means that the prompt measures a different 
construct as compared to the other prompts. A prompt with an infit index less than 0.5 
indicates that it does not measure a meaningful construct (Eckes, 2015). The infit indices of 
most of the 24 prompts in this study were in the acceptable range (see Table 4.1), between 
0.5 to 1.5, except Prompt 111, which had an infit value of 0.49, and Prompt 212, which had 
an infit index of 1.61. With the infit value of 0.49, Prompt 111 is only slightly below the 0.5 
threshold for prompt similarity, suggesting that Prompt 111 does not measure a very different 
construct than the other prompts do.  
Regarding Prompt 212, since it had an infit value of 1.61, Prompt 212 is considered to 
be noisy, which means it measures something slightly different when compared to the other 
23 prompts. One possible explanation for this noisy prompt is that this item might be 
qualitatively different from the others. The content of Prompt 212 was examined, and it was 
felt that this prompt was not as closely related to academic life topics as were the other 
prompts. While Prompt 212 was about the use of cameras in public places, the other prompts 
covered university-related topics, such as working in a group project at university or learning 
a foreign language as a requirement of an academic program. Thus, this might have made 
this prompt function differently than the 23 prompts. That said, this prompt is only slightly 
above the 1.50 threshold for prompt similarity, suggesting that the construct it measures is 
not very different from the other prompts.  
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Table 4.1 Prompt measurement report 
Prompt ID Count Fair Average Measure Model S.E Infit MnSq  ZStd 
110 18 2.62 1.38 .56 1.14 .40 
116 53 2.72 .93 .32 1.07 .30 
220 52 2.78 .68 .31 .94 -.30 
112 18 2.78 .68 .58 .95 .00 
210 48 2.79 .63 .34 1.21 .90 
222 20 2.81 .50 .56 .98 .00 
218 106 2.82 .48 .23 1.00 .00 
122 45 2.82 .47 .36 1.09 .40 
211 84 2.82 .46 .26 .71 -1.80 
214 32 2.86 .23 .41 .98 .00 
111 36 2.87 .16 .38 .49 -2.60 
224 42 2.88 .10 .38 .92 -.20 
213 60 2.88 .10 .29 .69 -1.90 
114 44 2.90 -.03 .34 1.01 .10 
212 64 2.90 -.04 .29 1.61 3.00 
113 42 2.92 -.11 .36 .64 -.20 
118 34 2.95 -.37 .39 .68 -1.60 
216 36 2.97 -.49 .40 1.06 .30 
119 46 2.99 -.65 .36 1.13 .60 
120 14 3.02 -.83 .68 .51 -1.30 
221 76 3.03 -.95 .28 .85 -.80 
115 35 3.03 -.96 .38 .85 -.50 
217 96 3.05 -1.05 .24 .87 -.90 
215 54 3.09 -1.32 .31 1.43 2.00 
Separation 1.44                         Reliability .67    
4.1.3 Summary of Findings of Research Question 1 
Overall, based on the findings from infit indices, the prompts measure similar 
constructs of IC. In addition, the prompts are similar in terms of their difficulty level, as 
indicated by the fair average and measure values, and the separation index and its reliability 
estimate. 
4.2 Results for Research Question 2 
What types of interaction features do raters attend to while rating IC in different task 
types?  
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In order to answer this question, four raters watched eight videos of test takers’ 
performances on the individual scripted interview task and the paired discussion task, and 
gave (32) verbal reports on how they rated test takers’ IC. In general, raters commented on 
eye contact, hand gestures, head nod, facial expressions, and body postures as the nonverbal 
interaction features that they noticed. Concerning the verbal interaction features, in the verbal 
reports, raters referred to the features, including expanding topics, connecting topics, 
confirmation check, confirming comprehension, replying with sufficient information, replying 
in an appropriate amount of time, initiating topics, persuading, agreeing, disagreeing, or 
closing topics. In the semi-structured interviews, raters made comments on the following 
features that they might attend to when rating IC: prompting elaboration, filling a silence, 
responding to clarification requests, correcting mistakes, comprehension check, clarification 
request, and using questions for opinions/information. The next sections present the findings 
from the three stages in the verbal reports. First, the results of raters’ overall evaluation on 
test takers’ IC are provided. Second, the findings of raters’ specific evaluation are presented, 
followed by raters’ responses from semi-structured interviews. 
4.2.1 Overall Evaluation 
In the individual scripted interview task, raters made overall evaluation of test takers’ 
IC in terms of both the nonverbal and verbal interaction features. More specifically, raters 
focused on how test takers used an appropriate amount of hand gestures to support meaning 
(Extract 1), an appropriate amount of head nod to acknowledge understanding (Extract 2), 
appropriate body postures to indicate a desire to communicate (Extract 3), eye contact to 
indicate a desire to communicate (Extract 4), expanded ideas (Extract 5), connected ideas 
(Extract 6), and replied in an appropriate amount of time (Extract 7).  
Extract 1: He uses hand gestures when he delivers important messages. 
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Extract 2: He’s nodding when he wants to emphasize the main points. 
Extract 3: He doesn’t have appropriate body posture…he’s slouching more in his 
chair. 
Extract 4: And he also maintains eye contact with the examiner so, by making sure  
she is on the same page with him. 
Extract 5: but he too frequently is reluctantly to expand on his own ideas to  
fill up the time…he doesn’t seem to be making a huge effort to expand on his own 
ideas and consider in depth, the opposite side of the issue. 
Extract 6: then at the end, the question turned and said hey, what if there is only  
electronic stuff and he was able to, even though he had clearly established that he  
prefers hard copies, he was able to take the other side of the issue and give a 
completely appropriate response as to why somebody would prefer electronic copies 
might be upset in a future without electronic copies…he adapts to it totally fine and at 
that point I switched to high-pass. 
Extract 7: In general, he’s a little bit slow in responding to the questions. 
Similarly, in the paired discussion task, raters also made references to not only the 
nonverbal but also the verbal interaction features. Eye contact, hand gestures, head nod, and 
body posture received frequent comments in the overall evaluation of the paired discussion 
task, whereas expanding topics, connecting topics, confirming comprehension (Extract 8), 
initiating topics (Extract 9), replying in an appropriate amount of time, and disagreeing 
(Extract 10) were salient in the overall judgment of IC in the paired discussion task. 
Extract 8: at one point, he said “I can understand your point” about his partner’s 
ideas, so that was a good thing.  
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Extract 9: my overall score for him would be a high pass because, first thing he did 
that I liked quite a bit was he let, he offered for his partner to go first. He said, “you 
can go first.” That’s always a really nice way to start out.  
Extract 10: he disagrees by hinting, like he doesn’t even disagree. He says something 
like “for that point” he doesn’t say oh, I don’t agree explicitly so I think that’s very 
smart of him, umm, and I think that’s very polite.  
4.2.2 Specific Evaluation 
Unlike the overall evaluation part of the raters’ verbal reports, when raters viewed the 
20-second segments of the performance, they noticed more interaction features in both tasks. 
Regarding the nonverbal features, raters specifically commented more on facial expressions 
(Extract 11) in the individual scripted interview task than in the paired discussion task, while 
they attended to eye contact with the same frequency in both tasks, and to head nod, body 
postures, and hand gestures more often in the paired discussion task than in the individual 
scripted interview task. Regarding the verbal features, raters evaluated the performances 
more with respect to confirmation check (Extract 12) or confirming comprehension (Extract 
13) in the individual scripted interview task, and agreeing (Extract 14), disagreeing (Extract 
15), or initiating topics (Extract 16) in the paired discussion task. Replying with sufficient 
information (Extract 17) and persuading (Extract 18) were two of the features that also 
attracted raters’ attention in both tasks.  
Extract 11: In the beginning there was like, he didn’t exactly ask a question, but  
there was this look that he’s giving that’s signaling to the rater and the rater definitely 
picked on that. 
Extract 12: He’s also confirming the questions, like, asking the examiner that he’s  
understanding the question correctly. 
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Extract 13: From the beginning when he’s listening to the questions, he says yes and  
yeah. 
Extract 14: The way that he’s agreeing is very, like he just says “sure”, and then he 
goes on about his point of view, but he not really connecting, well he says “sure” I’m 
not sure myself if he’s actually getting what the other person is saying because what 
he said after sure didn’t really connect with, it didn’t really connect or build upon 
what the other person had said. 
Extract 15: I’m really happy that he never says “I disagree with you” or things like  
that. He’s very smart in the way that he says he disagrees. 
Extract 16: Now he not only initiated these new ideas, [he’s expanding on them]. 
Extract 17: In there I actually like that. I feel like he, a lot of times he’s not using the  
complete time, but he acknowledges he’s not using it. It’s like, “I said what I think. 
This is, I gave my complete thought and I guess I’m done with it.” He said it in a 
polite manner. He didn’t just try to make up stuff for the sake of making stuff up. So 
that was fine.   
Extract 18: He said “I don’t know” he gave up too easily I think. 
In general, as shown in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 below, even though raters referred to a 
relatively similar range of interaction features in both task types, they made references to 
both the nonverbal and the verbal features of interaction more frequently in the paired 
discussion task than in the individual scripted interview task (142 times and 108 times, 
respectively). For example, it can be seen in Figure 4.2 that except facial expressions, which 
were slightly more commented upon in the individual scripted interview task (9 times) than 
in the paired discussion task (11), and eye contact, which was noticed in a similar rate in the 
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two task types (33), raters attended to hand gestures, head nod, and body posture more often 
in the paired discussion task compared to the individual scripted interview task. The 
frequencies were 40 times and 27 times for hand gestures, respectively; 33 and 24 for head 
nod, and 27 and 13 for body posture. 
The pattern was also similar to verbal features. Figure 4.3 shows that raters’ 
comments on the verbal features in the paired discussion were higher than those in the 
individual scripted interview task (157 times and 122 times, respectively). Connecting topics, 
expanding topics, and replying with sufficient information seemed to be important features in 
the two task types since raters commented on these features the most. Other features, such as 
confirming comprehension, replying in an appropriate amount of time, initiating topics, 
persuading, and closing topics were also referred to in both tasks. Raters made references to 
confirmation check, clarification request, and self-correcting in only the individual scripted 
interview task while they noticed agreeing, disagreeing, and asking for opinions/information 
only in the paired discussion task. However, the frequency of these features was not high (six 
times for confirmation check, three times for clarification request, one time for self-
correcting, 13 times for disagreeing, four times for agreeing, and three times for asking for 
opinions/information). 
Apart from the features that were relevant to interaction, raters also commented on 
other non-interaction features such as use of hedging, subjunctive, conditional sentences, 
idiomatic expressions, as well as aspects of fluency. The following are several examples of 
















































Nonverbal Interaction Features Elicited from Raters' Verbal Reports
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 Extract 19: So, if he used more hedging rather than just saying I don’t know. 
Extract 20: I noticed that a couple times he slipped in used the subjunctive which I 
think is very interesting. 
 Extract 21: He’s quite fluent, giving an impression that he’s quite competent with  
interacting. 
4.2.2.1 Individual rater’s comments on nonverbal interaction features 
 As discussed above, all four raters attended to nonverbal interaction features. As can 
be seen in Figure 4.4, the commonality among the four raters was that they noticed more 
nonverbal features in the paired discussion task than in the individual scripted interview task, 
and that the raters commented upon hand gestures, eye contact, body posture, and facial 
expressions either in both tasks (in the case of Rater 1) or in one task (in the case of Raters 2, 
3, and 4). However, several differences were also found. First, while Rater 3 did not 
comment upon head nod when he rated IC in the two tasks, the other three raters noticed this 
feature in either two tasks or in only the individual scripted interview task. Second, Rater 1 
made references to a great deal of nonverbal features (66 times in the individual scripted 
interview task and 78 times in the paired discussion task) as compared to Rater 2 (21 in the 
individual scripted interview task and 25 in the paired discussion task), Rater 3 (8 and 23), 














7 14 8 10 5 2
13






























Verbal Interaction Features Elicited from Raters' Verbal Reports
Individual scripted interview task Paired discussion task
85 
  86 
 
 A two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine if there were differences in the 
distributions of nonverbal interaction features among raters and tasks, and if there were a 
significant interaction between raters and tasks on the distributions of nonverbal interaction 
features. The assumptions of independent observations, homogeneity of variances, and 
normal distributions of the dependent variable for each group were checked (Leech, et al., 
2011). The assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated, since Levene’s test was 
significant (p < .05); thus, results should be viewed with caution. The assumption of normal 
distributions of the dependent variable for each group was not violated, since skewness and 
kurtosis values were within 3 for skewness and within 10 for kurtosis (Ockey, 2013). Table 
4.2 shows that there was not a significant interaction between the effects of task and rater on 
the distributions of nonverbal interaction features. Also, the main effect of task was not 
significant. However, the main effect of rater was statistically significant, F (3, 40) = 13.03, p 
= .000, with a large effect size, η2 = .55 (Cohen, 1988). 
Table 4.2 Two-way analysis of variance for nonverbal features as a function of rater and task 
Variable and source df MS F p η2  
Rater 3 300.97 13.03 .000 .550 
Task 1 28.90 1.25 .272 .038 
Rater*Task 3 3.50 .15 .928 .014 
Error 32 23.10    
Total 40     
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Table 4.3 Means and standard deviations comparing the four raters 
 Nonverbal interaction features 
Rater n M SD 
1 10 14.40 6.88 
2 10 4.60 3.95 
3 10 3.10 4.12 
4 10 2.90 2.56 
Total 40 6.25 6.57 
 
Table 4.3 shows that the mean of nonverbal interaction features was 14.40 for Rater 
1, 4.60 for Rater 2, 3.10 for Rater 3, and 2.90 for Rater 4. The Games-Howell post hoc test 
indicated that Rater 1 differed significantly from Rater 2, 3, and 4 in their comments about 
nonverbal interaction features (p < .05), and that there were not significant mean differences 
among Rater 2, 3, and 4.  
4.2.2.2 Individual rater’s comments on verbal interaction features 
With respect to each rater’s comments on verbal interaction features, Figure 4.5 
shows that there were similarities and differences in the four raters’ comments upon the 
verbal interaction features. Regarding the similarities, all the four raters commented on 
expanding topics, confirming comprehension, and replying in an appropriate amount of time 
in both the individual scripted interview task and the paired discussion task. In addition, the 
raters attended to a variety of verbal features in both tasks, especially in the paired discussion 
task. Nevertheless, there were also several differences. First, Rater 1 was the one who made 
the least references to the verbal interaction features, although he attended to the nonverbal 
interaction features the most, when compared to the other three raters. Beside, Rater 1 was 
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the only rater who made references to more verbal features the individual scripted interview 
task than in the paired discussion task. The frequency of verbal interaction features that Rater 
1 noticed was 19 times for the individual scripted interview task and 15 times for the paired 
discussion task, while the frequency for Rater 2 was 25 times for the individual task and 36 
times for the paired discussion task. Rater 3 attended to 36 times of verbal interaction 
features for the individual scripted interview task and 54 times for the paired discussion task, 
and Rater 4 noticed the verbal interaction features 42 times in the individual scripted 
interview task and 55 times in the paired discussion task.  
A two-way ANOVA was run to investigate if any difference was found in the 
distributions of verbal interaction features among raters and tasks, and if there were a 
significant interaction between raters and tasks on verbal interaction features. However, the 
results show that there were no differences in the means of verbal interaction features across 
raters and tasks, and that no significant interaction was found between raters and tasks. 
4.2.3 Semi-structured Interview Responses 
Responses in the semi-structured interview showed that raters viewed many other 
features as important elements of the construct of IC. In addition to the features identified in 
the verbal reports, raters also discussed how the other features, such as correcting a mistake, 
prompting elaboration, responding to requests for clarification, filling a silence, 
comprehension check, clarification request, and using questions for opinions/information, 
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Verbal Interaction Features Elicited from Each Rater






Raters commented that they would expect to attend to correcting a mistake, 
comprehension check, and clarification request in both tasks. However, they tended to notice 
prompting elaboration, responding to requests for clarification, filling a silence, and using 
questions for opinions/information only in the paired discussion task, since these features did 
not seem relevant to the nature of the individual scripted interview task in which the 
examiner just asked questions and test takers responded to the questions. Moreover, raters 
also gave specific comments on how these features might be appropriately used. For 
example, as for correcting a mistake, while it seemed appropriate for test takers to correct 
their own mistakes, correcting the interlocutor’s mistakes in terms of vocabulary and 
grammar did not seem natural in conversation. However, a comprehension mistake should be 
corrected to keep the conversation moving the expected direction. For instance, one rater 
noted, “correcting it by yourself which is perceived to be incorrect is good. It shows an 
awareness. It shows that you’re monitoring what you’re saying. Correcting your partner’s 
thing, I wouldn’t do it. It just comes off as arrogant and like that you think you’re better and 
that makes your IC go down.” Another rater added, “if they’re correcting themselves, that 
seems more natural. If they’re correcting the other person, that’s odd. Umm, if however, it 
was a comprehension thing, that’s a different issue.”  
The interview responses also showed the tendency that raters frequently attended to 
interaction features more in the paired discussion task than in the individual scripted 
interview task. One rater commented, “I attended more towards hand gestures in the paired 
task umm…less so in the individual task. I view the paired task as more interactive thing, so I 
think hand gestures and BL, while important in both, is more important in the paired task 





4.2.3.1 Perceived appropriateness of each interaction feature 
The nonverbal interaction features were perceived appropriately when they were used 
to support meaning and show engagement in conversation. For example, one rater 
commented, “it [hand gestures] shows being engaged with the conversation and it can help to 
accentuate points and gestures are integral parts of communication.” Moreover, these 
features should be used in sufficient amount to be considered appropriate as suggested in this 
comment regarding head nod: “nodding too much is where you become like, it’s 
unbecoming.” 
Similar to the nonverbal features, raters perceived the appropriateness of the use of 
the verbal features when they were sufficiently used. For example, if test takers used 
comprehension check, confirmation check, clarification request, and confirming 
comprehension too much, then their IC was not highly evaluated. A rater’s response 
illustrated this point: “I think there’s…depends on how many times. There’s…diminishing 
returns. I would not say, every time your partner says something please ask for clarification 
because that would suggest to me that you don’t understand what he or she is saying in 
general. But if at one point they don’t understand rather than pretending to understand, or 
going down the wrong road in your response, I think asking for a quick clarification is good, 
but yeah, I don’t want to do it more than once.” Additionally, politeness was considered an 
important aspect of IC, since most of the comments were related to how test takers used 
those features in a polite manner. For instance, one rater noted, “disagreeing, and being polite 
about disagreeing, I guess is what I focus on. I think the guy that got the higher rating, he was 





4.2.4 Summary of Findings of Research Question 2 
Generally, based on raters’ verbal reports, the interaction features that raters attended 
to in both the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion task include hand 
gestures, body posture, eye contact, facial expressions, head nod, connecting topics, 
expanding topics, confirming comprehension, replying in an appropriate amount of time, 
initiating topics, persuading, replying with sufficient information, confirmation check, 
agreeing, disagreeing, self-correcting, asking questions for opinions/information, and 
clarification requests. Furthermore, while raters noticed confirmation check in the individual 
task, they reported on agreeing and disagreeing in the paired discussion task. Prompting 
elaboration, responding to requests for clarification, and correcting the interlocutor’s 
mistakes were also the features that raters reported in the interview that they might notice 
more in the paired discussion task. One important aspect of the use of these features that 
raters commented on was related to how these features were used sufficiently and politely. 
Based on these findings, an IAS was developed (see Appendix C), which consists of five 
nonverbal interaction features and 17 verbal interaction features. This scale was used to seek 
the answers to the third and fourth research question, which are presented in the following 
sections.   
4.3 Research Question 3 
What types of interaction features do the individual scripted interview tasks and 
paired discussion tasks elicit? To what extent does the individual scripted interview task 
share interaction features with the paired discussion task? 
Paired discussion tasks have been shown to elicit a wider range of interaction features 
than interview tasks (van Lier, 1989; Fulcher, 1996; Taylor, 2000; Brooks, 2009). Therefore, 





the individual scripted interview tasks. To examine this hypothesis, 68 test takers’ 
performances (including 34 individual scripted interviews, and 34 paired discussions) were 
rated based on the IAS. There were four prompts for the individual scripted interview task 
and four prompts for the paired discussion task used in this analysis. They were similar in 
terms of their difficulty levels, as shown in the findings of the first research question.  
First, reliability estimates based on Cronbach’s alpha for each of the interaction 
features were examined. Features with too low estimates of reliability were removed from 
data analysis. Second, descriptive statistics were reported to examine what type of interaction 
features were present in the two tasks. Third, exploratory factor analysis was conducted to 
determine how many constructs underlie the interaction features and to what extent these 
features were related to each other. Lastly, logistic regressions were used to examine whether 
there was any variation in the elicitation of verbal and nonverbal interaction features in the 
two tasks. The dependent variables were dichotomous: the individual scripted interview and 
paired discussion task, and the independent variables were interaction groups, which were 
decided based on the previous exploratory factor analysis. In short, the following sections 
first present reliability estimates of interaction features, followed by descriptive analyses, the 
results of exploratory factor analysis, and the findings of logistic regressions. 
4.3.1 Reliability 
Reliability estimates of each interaction feature and of the total of the 22 features 
were examined. Kline (1999) suggested that for ability tests, a cut-off value of 0.70 is 
suitable, but in social science data, values below 0.70 can be expected. Nunnally (1978) even 
suggested that values as low as 0.50 suffice for preliminary research. Table 4.4 shows that 
Cronbach’s alpha when considering the 22 features together was .91, meaning that 91% of 





This value indicated very high internal consistency reliability (Leech et al., 2011), which 
suggested that the features were measuring similar constructs as what they were intended to 
measure. However, the estimates of reliability using Cronbach’s alpha for each of the 22 
features varied dramatically. For instance, the reliability estimates of F21 (responding to 
clarification requests), F9 (clarification request), and F13 (initiating topics) were very low 
(0.00, 0.13, and 0.13, respectively), suggesting that these three features were not measurable. 
Therefore, these features were removed from all further analyses. Several other features have 
quite low to moderate estimates of reliability, for example, ranging from an estimate of .33 
for F4 (facial expressions) to an estimate of .71 for F6 (agreeing). However, these values are 
expected for social science data (Kline, 1999). Moreover, the value of Cronbach’s alpha 
depends on the number of items on the scale (Field, 2013). Therefore, the features with the 
reliability estimates of at least .33 were not removed. The other features that have high 
estimates of reliability include F14 (developing topics) (.79), F19 (replying with sufficient 
content) (.80), and F7 (disagreeing) (.88).  
Table 4.4 Reliability estimates 
Features Names of features Cronbach’s alpha 
F1 Hand gestures .44 
F2 Body posture .69 
F3 Eye contact .51 
F4 Facial expressions .33 
F5 Head nod .56 







Table 4.4 (continued) 
 
Features Names of features Cronbach’s alpha 
F7 Disagreeing .88 
F8 Comprehension check .54 
F9 Clarification request .13 
F10 Confirmation check .62 
F11 Confirming comprehension .44 
F12 Questions for opinion/information .45 
F13 Initiating topics .13 
F14 Developing topics .79 
F15 Connecting topics .56 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes .36 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the partner .47 
F18 Replying in an appropriate amount of time .68 
F19 Replying with sufficient content .80 
F20 Persuading .37  
F21 Responding to clarification requests .00 
F22 Prompting .64 
Reliability estimates of all of the 22 features .91 
  Nineteen of the 22 features were included in further data analyses. They are the 
following: hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, facial expressions, head nod, agreeing, 
disagreeing, comprehension check, confirmation check, confirming comprehension, 





topics, correcting mistakes made by the partner, replying in an appropriate amount of time, 
replying with sufficient content, persuading, and prompting. The next sections present the 
findings of each of the two parts of the third research question. 
4.3.2 Results for Research Question 3.1 
What types of interaction features do the individual scripted interview tasks and 
paired discussion tasks elicit? 
4.3.2.1 Descriptive statistics 
This section presents the descriptive statistics of interaction features in the individual 
scripted interview task and in the paired discussion task. Minimum, maximum, median, 
mean, and standard deviations are discussed in the following paragraphs to answer the 
question. 
Descriptive statistics for the individual scripted interview task. Table 4.5 presents the 
descriptive statistics for 19 features for the individual scripted interview task. As can be seen 
from Table 4.5, the minimum score was between 0 and 2, while the maximum score was 
between 1 and 5. The mean scores of nonverbal interaction features are higher than the 
means of verbal interaction features. For example, the means of nonverbal interaction 
features ranged from 3.53 to 4.29, with the lowest mean of 3.53 for hand gestures and the 
highest mean of 4.29 for body posture. Regarding the verbal interaction features, the lowest 
mean was .04 for disagreeing, while the highest mean was 4.35 for developing topics and 
connecting topics. Standard deviations ranged from .34 to 1.61, suggesting that there was a 
range of variance across scales. Concerning median, scores for nonverbal features are higher 
than those for verbal features. For example, the lowest median was 3.50 for hand gestures, 
whereas the lowest median was .00 for agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension check, 





Table 4.5 Descriptive statistics for the individual scripted interview task (n = 34) 
Features Min Max Mean Median SD 
F1 Hand gestures 1.00 5.00 3.53 3.50 0.94 
F2 Body posture 2.00 5.00 4.29 4.50 0.84 
F3 Eye contact 2.00 5.00 3.63 3.75 0.91 
F4 Facial expressions 2.00 5.00 3.88 4.00 0.81 
F5 Head nod 1.50 5.00 4.22 4.50 0.69 
F6 Agreeing 0.00 2.50 0.21 0.00 0.60 
F7 Disagreeing 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.00 0.19 
F8 Comprehension check 0.00 2.50 0.37 0.00 0.68 
F10 Confirmation check 0.00 5.00 2.53 2.00 1.61 
F11 Confirming comprehension 0.50 5.00 2.91 2.75 1.51 
F12 Questions for opinions/information 0.00 4.50 1.84 2.00 1.61 
F14 Developing topics 2.00 5.00 4.35 4.50 0.82 
F15 Connecting topics 1.00 5.00 4.15 4.50 1.13 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes 0.00 5.00 2.15 2.00 1.16 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the partner 0.00 2.00 0.06 0.00 0.34 
F18 Replying in an appropriate amount of time 1.00 5.00 3.53 4.00 1.04 
F19 Replying with sufficient content 1.50 5.00 3.81 4.00 1.11 
F20 Persuading 0.00 5.00 2.81 3.25 1.46 
F22 Prompting 0.00 5.00 0.59 0.00 1.02 
In general, the findings suggest that when evaluating test takers’ IC in the individual 





body posture and head nod (with the most frequency), facial expressions, eye contact, and 
hand gestures. The verbal features that raters noticed the most frequently were the following: 
developing topics, connecting topics, replying with sufficient content, replying in an 
appropriate amount of time, confirming comprehension, persuading, confirmation check, 
self-correcting mistakes, and questions for opinions/information. Raters sometimes noticed 
the following features when rating IC in the individual scripted interview task: agreeing, 
disagreeing, comprehension check, correcting mistakes made by the partner, and prompting. 
Descriptive statistics for the paired discussion task. Table 4.6 reports the descriptive 
statistics for the interaction features that raters noticed in the paired discussion task. The 
minimum ranged from 0 to 2 and the maximum ranged from 4.5 to 5.0. The median scores 
for nonverbal features were mostly 4.0 and 4.5, while those for verbal features varied, 
ranging from 0.5 to 4.5. Generally, higher means were observed in the nonverbal features 
than in the verbal features. For example, the lowest mean among the nonverbal features was 
3.69 for head nod, while the lowest mean across the verbal features was 0.91 for prompting. 
The high mean scores were 4.46 for developing topics, 4.15 for replying with sufficient 
content, and 4.06 for body posture. The low mean scores belonged to correcting mistakes 
made by the partner (0.88) and prompting (0.91). Standard deviation values ranged from 
0.72 to 1.45, showing a range of variance among scales.  
This score distribution in the paired discussion task is very similar to the pattern in 
the individual scripted interview task in a way that raters noticed all of the nonverbal 
features, while they paid more attention to several verbal features than the others when 
judging test takers’ IC. However, raters attended to a wider range of verbal features in the 





Table 4.6 Descriptive statistics for the paired discussion task (n = 34) 
Features Min Max Mean Median SD 
F1 Hand gestures 1.50 5.00 3.74 4.00 0.95 
F2 Body posture 1.00 5.00 4.06 4.50 1.13 
F3 Eye contact 2.00 5.00 3.99 4.00 0.81 
F4 Facial expressions 2.00 5.00 3.82 4.00 0.81 
F5 Head nod  1.50 5.00 3.69 4.00 1.09 
F6 Agreeing 0.50 5.00 2.85 3.00 1.32 
F7 Disagreeing 1.50 5.00 3.43 3.50 0.99 
F8 Comprehension check 0.50 5.00 1.27 1.00 1.18 
F10 Confirmation check 0.50 5.00 1.31 0.50 1.34 
F11 Confirming comprehension 0.50 5.00 2.18 1.75 1.45 
F12 Questions for opinions/information 0.50 5.00 1.29 1.00 1.18 
F14 Developing topics 1.50 5.00 4.46 4.50 0.72 
F15 Connecting topics 1.00 5.00 3.71 4.00 1.05 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes 0.50 5.00 2.10 2.00 1.34 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the partner 0.00 4.50 0.88 0.50 0.88 
F18 Replying in an appropriate amount of time 1.50 5.00 3.93 4.50 0.98 
F19 Replying with sufficient content 1.50 5.00 4.15 4.50 0.88 
F20 Persuading 0.50 4.50 3.34 3.50 1.06 






4.3.2.2 Summary of results for research question 3.1  
In summary, based on the descriptive statistics, there are similarities and differences 
in the features that raters used to evaluate test takers’ IC in the individual scripted interview 
and the paired discussion tasks. Regarding the similarity, raters attended to five nonverbal 
interaction features (i.e., hand gestures, eye contact, body posture, head nod, facial 
expressions), and 14 verbal interaction features in both tasks. However, raters mainly 
attended to body posture, facial expressions, head nod, confirmation check, confirming 
comprehension, questions for opinions/information, connecting topics, and self-correcting in 
the individual scripted interview. Conversely, they noticed the following features more in the 
paired discussion task: hand gestures, eye contact, agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension 
check, developing topics, correcting mistakes made by the partner, replying in an 
appropriate amount of time, replying with sufficient content, persuading, and prompting. 
4.3.3 Research Question 3.2  
To what extent does the individual scripted interview task share interaction features 
with the paired discussion task? 
In order to provide the answer to this second part of the third research question 
regarding the extent to which the individual scripted interview task shared interaction 
features with the paired discussion task, exploratory factor analysis and logistic regressions 
were conducted. First, exploratory factor analysis was run to examine the number of factors 
underlying the interaction features. After the factors were determined, binary logistic 
regression was conducted to answer the question. The following sections discuss how to 






4.3.3.1 Exploratory factor analysis 
Data were screened based on the following assumptions: independence, linearity of 
relationships among all pairs of variables, and the absence of multicollinearity and 
singularity (Ockey, 2013). All of these assumptions were met and reported in the data 
analysis section of Chapter 3. Also, no outliers were found, and the sample size may be 
assumed to provide acceptably accurate estimates.  
Determining the number of factors to extract. In order to determine the number of 
factors to extract, the first step that was done was to determine if the data set was likely to 
result in a meaningful exploratory factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 
adequacy was checked, and the value was 0.73, which is close enough to a cut-score value of 
0.80, suggesting that the data was correlated enough for a factor analysis (Ockey, 2013). 
Moreover, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was checked. This significant test (X2 = 862.87, df = 
171, p = .00) suggests that there were sizable correlations in the data (Ockey, 2013).  
In order to determine how many factors to extract (using the common factor model), 
Kaiser’s rule, scree plot, comparison of size of eigenvalues, and parallel analysis were used. 
First, there seems to be five factors, since there were five eigenvalues which were higher than 
1.0. Eigenvalues (a measure of explained variance) refer to how much variance is accounted 
for, regarding the number of “items’ worth” of variance each explains (Fabrigar, 2012). An 
eigenvalue greater than 1.0 is a common criterion for a factor to be useful, and an eigenvalue 
less than 1.0 suggests that factor does not explain enough variance (Fabrigar, 2012). The 







Figure 4.6 Scree plot of the data 
Second, the comparison of size of eigenvalues (see Table 4.7) shows that the sizes of 
factors were 6.32 for factor 1; 3.10 for factor 2; 2.61 for factor 3; 1.28 for factor 4; and 1.17 
for factor 5. When examining the percent of variance of initial eigenvalues (before rotation) 
in the total variance explained table, there might be five factors. The reason is that after the 
fifth factor, the percent of variance decreased sharply. That is, after the fifth factor (which 
accounted for 6.13%), there was an approximate half decrease in the percent of variance for 
the next factor (3.39% for factor 6). Thus, based on the percent of covariation among items 
accounted for by each factor before rotation, there might be five factors that should be 





Table 4.7 Total variance explained 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 6.32 33.27 33.27 
2 3.10 16.33 49.60 
3 2.61 13.71 63.31 
4 1.28 6.76 70.07 
5 1.17 6.13 76.20 
6 .65 3.39 79.59 
 
Third, parallel analysis was conducted to provide further insights into the number of 
factors that should be extracted for final analysis. According to Fabrigar (2012), the 
appropriate number of common factors is the number of eigenvalues from the real data that 
are larger than their corresponding eigenvalues from random data. The parallel analysis (see 
Figure 4.7) shows that there might be four factors that should be kept, since there were four 
eigenvalues (which are larger than 1) from the real data (the blue line) that were larger than 
their corresponding eigenvalues from the random data at the 95th percentile (the yellow line). 
In conclusion, there might be five factors based on the analysis from the scree plot 
and on the percent of variance of initial eigenvalues. However, in considering parallel 
analysis, there may be four factors that should be extracted. (The models with three factors, 
four factors, and five factors are included in Appendix G). First, the parallel analysis shows 
that there are four eigenvalues from the real data which are higher than 1.0 and larger than 





should be extracted is that when the values of communalities (see Table 4.8 below) are 
examined, the average value is .68. The pattern matrix when principal axis factoring method 
using oblimin rotation is used shows that Factor 5 has only one measured variable (which is 
F16) (see Appendix G). In considering the sample size (n = 68), which is not large enough, 
the communalities value, the number of measured variables per factor, there would be four 
factors instead of five, since according to Fabrigar (2012), at least three measured variables 
for one factor should be included. Overall, four factors were then extracted and included in 
the final data analysis. 
 
Figure 4.7 Parallel analysis 
The content analysis from a four-factor model (see Appendix G) shows that there 
were four areas that were intended to measure: 1) topic management (TM), 2) body language 
(BL), 3) interactional management (IM), and 4) interactive listening (IL). The first set of six 
features, F19 (replying with sufficient content), F14 (developing topics), F18 (replying in an 
appropriate amount), F20 (persuading), F15 (connecting topics), and F16 (self-correcting 





factor was named TM. The second set of five features, F1 (hand gestures), F2 (body posture), 
F3 (eye contact), F4 (facial expressions), and F5 (head nod) were associated with the extent 
to which nonverbal communication is appropriately used to support meaning. Hence, this 
factor was titled BL. The third set of four features, which includes F7 (disagreeing), F17 
(correcting mistakes made by the partner), F6 (agreeing), and F8 (comprehension check), 
measured how interaction was managed. Thus, this factor was considered as IM. The fourth 
set of features, F10 (confirmation check), F12 (questions for opinion/information), F11 
(confirming comprehension), and F22 (prompting), was associated with the extent to which 
test takers actively listened to their interlocutors. Therefore, this factor was viewed as IL. 
Table 4.8 Communalities 
 Features Initial Extraction 
F1 Hand gestures .63 .61 
F2 Body posture .70 .63 
F3 Eye contact .74 .80 
F4 Facial expressions .77 .70 
F5 Head nod .72 .71 
F6 Agreeing .81 .69 
F7 Disagreeing .84 .81 
F8 Comprehension check .56 .55 
F10 Confirmation check .71 .81 
F11 Confirming comprehension .71 .63 







Table 4.8 (continued) 
 
 Features Initial Extraction 
F14 Developing topics .78 .81 
F15 Connecting topics .69 .76 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes .50 .40 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the partner .71 .63 
F18 Replying in an appropriate amount of time .80 .69 
F19 Replying with sufficient content .88 .89 
F20 Persuading .62 .56 
F22 Prompting .53 .54 
 
Rotation of factors. The oblique rotation method was chosen over the orthogonal 
method because the four factors extracted – the sub-constructs underlying IC may be 
somehow related. For example, the TM sub-construct may be related with the other sub-
constructs of IM, IL, and BL. Therefore, the oblique rotation method, which assumes that the 
factors are correlated with each other, is used in this study. The orthogonal rotation method 
may not appropriate to be used for this data, since the orthogonal rotation method assumes 
that information explained by one factor is independent of information explained by other 
factors.  
There are two rotations under the oblique rotation method: direct oblimin and 
promax. These two rotation methods are similar in that they allow factors to be correlated, 
but Promax was chosen to rotate factors because Promax resulted in a more simple solution. 





values of factor loadings, or the amount of variance accounted for by each common factor. 
Therefore, Promax was used under the oblique rotation method to rotate the four factors. 
Interpretation of the results of exploratory factor analysis. Principal axis factor 
analysis with promax rotation was run to examine the underlying structure for the 19 features 
of IC. Four factors that measure TM, BL, IM, and IL were extracted. First, TM consists of 
replying with sufficient content, developing topics, replying in an appropriate amount of 
time, persuading, and connecting topics. Second, BL is composed of eye contact, facial 
expressions, hand gestures, body posture, and head nod. Third, IM consists of disagreeing, 
correcting mistakes made by the partner, agreeing, and comprehension check. Fourth, IL 
includes confirmation check, questions for opinion/information, confirming comprehension, 
and prompting. Table 4.9 shows that after rotation, the first factor accounted for 33.27% of 
the variance. The second factor made up 16.33% of the variance. The third factor formed 
13.71% of the variance. The fourth factor constituted 6.76% of the variance. 
Table 4.9 also shows the features and factor loadings for the four rotated factors. In 
considering the values of communalities that are moderate and the sample size (n = 68), 
which is not large enough, the loadings less than 0.4 were removed, since ‘.30 should be used 
as a cutoff only when sample sizes are quite large’ (Ockey, 2013, p. 8) and factor loadings of 
|.40| or greater are typically considered high (Leech et al., 2011). Thus, the first factor (TM) 
had strong loadings on the first five features (replying with sufficient content, developing 
topics, replying in an appropriate amount of time, persuading, connecting topics). Among 
these five items, replying with sufficient content and developing topics had their highest 
loadings (.94 and .93, respectively) from the factor of TM, followed by replying in an 





of .61. The feature of self-correcting mistakes was removed from Factor 1, since it had a 
loading of .32, which is lower than a cutoff of .40. 
Table 4.9 Factor loadings for the rotated factors 
Features 
Factor loading Communality 
after 
extraction 
TM           BL       IM       IL  
F19 Replying with sufficient 
content  
.94 -.03 .11 .03 .91 
 
F14 Developing topics  .93 -.04 .00 .00 .82 
F18 Replying in an appropriate 
amount of time  
.80 .02 .04 -.14 .68 
F20 Persuading  .67 -.02 .17 -.25 .57 
F15 Connecting topics  .61 .04 -.11 .18 .44 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes  .32 .04 .08 .18 .17 
F3 Eye contact  -.14 .97 .14 -.10 .80 
F4 Facial expressions  -.03 .83 .02 .07 .70 
F1 Hand gestures  .04 .71 .11 .04 .60 
F2 Body posture  .09 .70 -.10 -.07 .53 
F5 Head nod  .37 .49 -.21 .24 .72 
F7 Disagreeing  .00 .07 .84 -.25 .82 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by 
the partner  
.05 .00 .77 .20 .63 






Table 4.9 (continued) 
 
Features 




TM BL IM IL 
F8 Comprehension check  .12 -.03 .66 .30 .53 
F10 Confirmation check  .04 .01 -.11 .84 .74 
F12 Questions for 
opinion/information  
-.08 -.07 .13 .75 .54 
F11 Confirming comprehension .08 .12 -.05 .70 .58 
F22 Prompting -.15 -.08 .53 .56 .51 
 Eigenvalues 6.32 3.10 2.61 1.28  
 % of variance 33.27 16.33 13.71 6.76  
The second factor (BL) had high loadings on five features. Eye contact had its highest 
loading (.97) from this factor, followed by facial expressions with a high loading of .83, hand 
gestures with a strong loading of .71, body posture with a strong loading of .70, and head 
nod with a moderate loading of .49. The third factor (IM) had strong loadings on four 
features. Disagreeing, correcting mistakes made by the partner, and agreeing had high 
loadings (.84, .77, and .76, respectively) when compared to comprehension check, which had 
a strong loading of .66. The fourth factor (IL) had strong loadings on four features. There 
was a strong loading of .84 on the factor for confirmation check, a strong loading of .75 for 
questions for opinion/information, a strong loading of .70 for confirming comprehension, and 
a moderate loading of .56 for prompting. 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the reliability estimates of internal consistency 





estimates (α = .89 for the factor of TM, α = .89 for the factor of BL, α = .86 for the factor of 
IM, α = .82 for the factor of IL, and α = .87 for the whole assessment of IC) are good enough 
to provide support for the internal consistency reliability of the instrument data (Leech et al., 
2011). In other words, the features (i.e., replying with sufficient content, developing topics, 
replying in an appropriate amount of time, persuading, connecting topics) provide consistent 
information about how the students managed topics. The features (i.e., eye contact, facial 
expressions, hand gestures, body posture, and head nod) also provide consistent information 
about the students’ appropriate use of BL. The features (i.e., disagreeing, correcting mistakes 
made by the partner, agreeing, and comprehension check) similarly provide consistent 
information about the students’ IM in an interaction. The features (i.e., confirmation check, 
questions for opinion/information, confirming comprehension, and prompting) provide 
relatively consistent information about the students’ IL. The whole scale provides consistent 
information about the students’ IC measured by the 18 items with an alpha of .87. It suggests 
that the 18 feature scale used to assess students’ IC is consistent in providing information 
about students’ IC.  
Table 4.10 Reliability estimates of the sub-constructs and the whole instrument of IC 
 TM BL IM  IL IC 
Cronbach’s alpha .89 .89 .86 .82 .87 
 
4.3.3.2 Logistic regression 
This section presents the results from binary logistic regression analysis which was 
conducted to examine the probability of each factor in the individual scripted interview and 





This helps to answer Research Question 3.2 by identifying the extent to which the individual 
scripted interview task shares interaction features with the paired discussion task. The binary 
logistic regression models with groups of interaction features are first presented, followed by 
the binary logistic regression models with each interaction feature in each group. 
Binary logistic regression models with groups of interaction features 
First of all, a binary logistic regression model was run with dichotomous task types as 
a dependent variable, and the group of topic management (TM), of body language (BL), of 
interactional management (IM), and of interactive listening (IL) as independent variables. 
Although this model significantly predicted the probability of the four groups of interaction 
features in the two tasks, the standard error for each independent variable was very large (see 
Table 4.11). Thus, this model did not provide accurate estimates. 
Table 4.11 Logistic regression predicting the probability of TM, BL, IM, and IL features in 
the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
TM  -8.68 6193.09 .00 .99 
BL  -2.35 2830.37 .10 .99 
IM  59.62 6395.88 .00 .99 
IL  6.56 3026.26 702.76 .99 
Overall model: Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 = 1.00; χ2 = 94.27, df = 4, N = 68, p < .00 
 
Multicollinearity among the independent variables was checked; however, the 
tolerance and VIF values were in reasonable ranges, from .57 to .90 for tolerance and from 
1.12 to 1.76 for VIF. The correlations among the variables were also checked, but no high 





Table 4.12 Tolerance, VIFs, and correlation matrix among the variables 
 Tolerance VIF TM BL IM IL 
TM .58 1.73 1.00 .60 .32 -.01 
BL .57 1.76  1.00 .21 .27 
IM .90 1.12   1.00 -.03 
IL .88 1.14    1.00 
Note. TM = topic management; BL = body language; IM = interactional management; IL = 
interactive listening 
The linearity of relationships among all pairs of independent variables was also 
checked. Yet the bivariate scatterplots of the relationships did not seem to show a curve. 
Thus, the linearity assumption seemed not to be violated (see Figure 4.8). 
 
Figure 4.8 Bivariate scatterplots showing the relationships among four interaction groups 
There might be two explanations to the problem of very large standard errors. First, 
this problem might be due to outliers, which occurred in each predictor, for example, three 
observations in the TM predictor, two observations in the BL predictor, two observations in 





(Christensen, 1997). However, it was unreasonable to remove these outliers from the data set, 
because in some test-taker performances, a few interaction features attracted raters more than 
the others, and a few features were attended and rated higher than the others. This might have 
led to the outliers in the dataset. Second, it was very likely that the issue of separation led to 
the very large standard errors. Separation occurs if the predictor is associated with only one 
outcome value when the predictor is larger than a certain value (Heinze & Schemper, 2002). 
An examination of the data set suggests that ‘quasi-complete separation’ occurred in the data 
set of IM when empty cells were found in a 2 x 2 table. For example, when the observed 
values (54 cases out of 68) of IM were larger than 1.0, the outcome was the individual 
scripted interview task. As a result, Firth logistic regression, a bias-reduction method based 
on a penalized likelihood (Heinze & Schemper, 2002), was conducted in R software to fit the 
binary logistic regression model, with dichotomous task types as a dependent variable, and 
TM, BL, IM, and IL as independent variables. 
The results of Firth logistic regression (see Table 4.13) show that the SEs of the 
predictors were small. However, the odds ratio of IM was too high (275.89), which suggests 
that the result from a model including IM, even after using a bias-reduction method based on 
a penalized likelihood, was not reliable. A further examination of four features in the group 
of IM (agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension check, correcting mistakes made by the partner) 
found that three features were associated with the separation issue, which were agreeing, 
disagreeing, and correcting mistakes made by the partner, when empty cells or cells with 





Table 4.13 Firth logistic regression predicting the probability of TM, BL, IM, and IL features 
in the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
TM  -1.06 .99 .35 .54 
BL  -.19 1.10 .83 .90 
IM  5.62 1.73 275.89 .00 
IL  .53 .81 1.70 .62 
Overall model: Likelihood ratio test = 77.42, df = 4, p = .00, n = 68;  
Wald test = 13.90, df = 4, p = .008  
 
To remedy this situation, there might be two possible solutions. First, the three 
features (agreeing, disagreeing, correcting mistakes made by the partner) would be removed 
from the group of IM, and therefore, this group would consist of only one feature, which is 
comprehension check. However, if the three features are removed, the important information 
about these features contributing to the IC scores in the two tasks would be ignored, and the 
findings might be distorted. Second, since the inclusion of agreeing, disagreeing, and 
correcting mistakes made by the partner is crucial, but the condition of the data does not 
allow hypothesis testing, it would be better to report contingency table analysis. This analysis 
explained how accurate the predictions were based on the model including TM, BL, IM, and 
IL. The following sub-sections report on the analyses based on these two solutions. 
Solution 1: Binary logistic regression with the removal of three features 
Since the binary logistic regression model (including task types as a dependent 
variable, and TM, BL, IM, and IL as independent variables) produced large standard errors, 





quasi-complete separation in the data set of agreeing, disagreeing, and correcting mistakes 
made by the partner in the group of IM. Hence, these three features were removed from the 
data set. Then, a binary logistic regression was run without these three features in the model 
to investigate the likelihood of four groups of interaction features: TM, BL, IM (which now 
included only comprehension check) and IL in the two tasks.  
The findings show that the model was statistically significant (χ2 = 27.74, df = 4, N = 
68, p = .00) (see Table 4.14). Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 (Leech et al., 2011) of .45 indicates that 
approximately 45% of the variance in raters’ likelihood to rate in either the individual 
scripted interview or in the paired discussion task could be predicted from the linear 
combination of TM, BL, IM (or comprehension check), and IL. Table 4.14 shows that IM (or 
comprehension check) and IL were significant (p < .05) when taking TM and BL into 
consideration. The odds ratio for IM (or comprehension check) was 5.10, indicating that the 
odds of being the paired discussion task increased by 5.10 for each score unit increase in the 
IM (or comprehension check). The odds ratio for IL was .33, meaning that the odds of being 
the paired discussion task decreased by .33 for each score unit increase in IL.  
Table 4.14 Logistic regression predicting the probability of TM, BL, IM, and IL features in 
the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
TM  -.06 46 .95 .90 
BL  -.20 .53 .82 .71 
IM (or comprehension check) 1.63 .46 5.10 .00 
IL  -1.10 .42 .33 .01 






 In short, without taking agreeing, disagreeing, and correcting mistakes made by the 
partner into consideration, the logistic regression model with TM, BL, IM (or 
comprehension check), and IL significantly predicted whether or not an interaction group 
was attended to more in the paired discussion task than in the individual scripted interview 
task. The probability of raters’ attending to IM (or comprehension check) in the paired 
discussion task was increasingly greater as IM (or comprehension check) scores increased. 
Conversely, there was a decrease in the likelihood of raters’ noticing IL in the paired 
discussion task for every score increase in IL. Although the removal of agreeing, 
disagreeing, and correcting mistakes made by the partner from the model led to the 
significant prediction, this solution might have missed important pieces of information about 
the possible contributions of these three features in the model. Hence, this current study 
considered the second solution which examined how accurate the predictions of the model 
based on TM, BL, IM, and IL were. The second solution is presented in the following sub-
section.  
Solution 2: Binary logistic regression without the removal of three features 
Contingency tables were run to examine how accurate the model with TM, BL, IM, 
and IL as independent variables was in classifying each individual case. Table 4.15 shows a 
baseline model that did not include the four independent variables. As can be seen from 
Table 4.15, the model always guessed ‘the paired discussion task’ because scores of 
interaction features occurred more often in the paired discussion task than in the individual 











Observed Individual Paired  
Step 0 
Task 
Individual 0 34 .0 
Paired 0 34 100.0 
Overall percentage   50.0 
 
 Next, a contingency table that was based on the model that included the four 
interaction groups was examined (see Table 4.16). It shows that with the inclusion of TM, 
BL, IM, and IL, the model was correctly classifying the outcome, which was task type, for 
100% of the cases compared to 50% in the previous baseline model.  





Observed Individual Paired  
Step 1 
Task 
Individual 34 0 100.0 
Paired 0 34 100.0 






 In sum, the contingency table analysis indicates how well the combination of the four 
interaction groups predicted whether or not the interaction groups were attended to in the 
paired discussion task. The findings show that overall 100% of the cases were predicted 
correctly. In other words, TM, BL, IM, and IL correctly predicted which interaction group 
would belong to the individual scripted interview task and which group would belong to the 
paired discussion task, with the accuracy of 100%.  
Binary logistic regression models with individual interaction feature in each interaction 
group 
Four separate binary logistic regression models were run to investigate the likelihood 
of each interaction feature of each group in the two tasks.  
Model 1: Logistic regression predicting the probability of replying with sufficient 
content, developing topics, replying in an appropriate amount of time, persuading, and 
connecting topics in the two task types 
The first logistic regression model was conducted to assess whether the five 
predictors, replying with sufficient content, developing topics, replying in an appropriate 
amount of time, persuading, and connecting topics, significantly predicted whether or not 
raters attended to these features in the individual scripted interview or the paired discussion 
task. These features loaded on the factor of TM. When all the five predictors were considered 
together, they significantly predicted the probability of whether or not raters attended to the 
features in the individual scripted interview or in the paired discussion task, χ2 = 15.75, df = 
5, N = 68, p < .05. Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 (Leech et al., 2011) of .28 indicates that 
approximately 28% of the variance in whether raters attended to the TM features in either the 





linear combination of the five independent variables. Table 4.17 presents the odds ratios for 
each of the five TM features. Only connecting topics was significant (p < .05) when taking 
the other features into account. Since the odds ratio for connecting topics was .34, which is 
less than 1, there was a decrease in the likelihood of raters’ attending to this feature in the 
paired discussion task for every score unit increase in the predictor variable. In short, this 
finding suggests that the odds of raters’ noticing the feature of connecting topics were greater 
in the individual scripted interview task than in the paired discussion task.  
Table 4.17 Logistic regression predicting the probability of TM features in the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
Replying with sufficient content  1.06 .71 2.89 .13 
Developing topics  -.69 .75 .50 .36 
Replying in an appropriate amount of time  .31 .50 1.36 .54 
Persuading  .40 .32 1.50 .21 
Connecting topics  -1.09 .40 .34 .01 
Overall model: Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 = .28; χ2 = 15.75, df = 5, N = 68, p < .05 
 
Model 2: Logistic regression predicting the probability of eye contact, facial 
expressions, hand gestures, body posture, and head nod in the two task types 
 Another logistic regression model was run to examine the predicted probability of eye 
contact, facial expressions, hand gestures, body posture, and head nod in the two task types. 
These features loaded on the factor of BL. The overall model is statistically significant, χ2 = 
25.85, df = 5, N = 68, p < .05. This suggests that the model significantly predicted the 





task or in the paired discussion task. Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 of .42 suggests that about 42% of 
the variance in the distributions of TM features in the two tasks can be explained by the 
linear combination of the five independent variables. Table 4.18 shows that among the five 
features, only eye contact and head nod were significant (p < .05). The odds of being the 
paired discussion task improved by 6.92 for each score unit increase in eye contact. 
However, the odds of being the paired discussion task decreased by .14 for each score unit 
increase in head nod. In general, this result suggests that the odds of the feature of eye 
contact were larger in the paired discussion task when compared to the individual scripted 
interview task. However, the odds of head nod were higher in the individual scripted 
interview task than in the paired discussion task.  
Table 4.18 Logistic regression predicting the probability of BL features in the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
Eye contact  1.94 .77 6.92 .01 
Facial expressions  -.28 .76 .75 .71 
Hand gestures  .77 .60 2.16 .20 
Body posture  -.48 .48 .62 .32 
Head nod  -1.96 .67 .14 .00 
Overall model: Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 = .42; χ2 = 25.85, df = 5, N = 68, p < .05 
 
Model 3: Logistic regression predicting the probability of comprehension check 
in the two task types, and classification tables for agreeing, disagreeing, and correcting 





Logistic regression. In the third logistic regression model with the IM feature (or 
comprehension check), the findings show that this model was significant (χ2 = 26.81, df = 1, 
N = 68, p < .05) (see Table 4.19). Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 of .29 suggests that about 29% of 
the variance in IM in the two tasks can be explained by comprehension check. The 
probability of being the paired discussion task increased by 4.40 for each score unit increase 
in comprehension check. 
Table 4.19 Logistic regression predicting the probability of IM features in the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
Comprehension check  1.48 .47 4.40 .00 
Overall model: Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 = .29; χ2 = 26.81, df = 1, N = 68, p < .05 
  
Classification tables. Classification tables were examined for the features of 
agreeing, disagreeing, and correcting mistakes made by the partner. Table 4.20 shows that 
approximately 91% of agreeing in either the individual scripted interview task or the paired 
discussion task were predicted correctly with this model.  





Observed Individual Paired  
Step 1 
Task 
Individual 31 3 91.2 
Paired 3 31 91.2 






As for disagreeing, Table 4.21 shows that the model correctly predicted 100% of 
disagreeing in either the individual scripted interview task or the paired discussion task, with 
34 times in each task.  





Observed Individual Paired  
Step 1 
Task 
Individual 34 0 100.0 
Paired 0 34 100.0 
Overall percentage   100.0 
 
Regarding correcting mistakes made by the partner, Table 4.22 shows that about 97%  
of the cases were predicted correctly in both tasks. Only one misclassification was present in 
each task.  





Observed Individual Paired  
Step 1 
Task 
Individual 33 1 97.1 
Paired 1 33 97.1 








Model 4: Logistic regression predicting the probability of confirmation check,  
questions for opinion/information, confirming comprehension, and prompting in the two 
task types 
The last logistic regression model was run for the IL features, which consist of 
confirmation check, questions for opinion/information, confirming comprehension, and 
prompting. The overall model is statistically significant, χ2 = 20.40, df = 4, N = 68, p < .05, 
suggesting that the model significantly explained the probability of the distribution of these 
features in the individual scripted interview task or in the paired discussion task. Nagelkerke 
Pseudo R2 of .35 suggests that about 35% of the variance in the distributions of IL features in 
the two tasks can be explained by the linear combination of the four IL features. Table 4.23 
shows that among the four features, there were two significant predictors, which are 
confirmation check and prompting (p < .05). The probability of raters’ noticing confirmation 
check in the paired discussion task decreased by .43 for each unit increase in confirmation 
check. Nevertheless, the odds of raters’ commenting on prompting in the paired discussion 
task increased by 3.04 for each unit increase in prompting. Overall, these findings suggest 
that the probability of the feature of confirmation check are lower in the paired discussion 
task when compared to the individual scripted interview task. However, the odds of 









Table 4.23 Logistic regression predicting the probability of IL features in the two task types 
Predictor  B SE Odds ratio p 
Confirmation check  -.84 .33 .43 .01 
Questions for opinion/information  .16 .28 1.18 .57 
Confirming comprehension -.27 .30 .76 .36 
Prompting 1.11 .42 3.04 .01 
Overall model: Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 = .35; χ2 = 20.40, df = 4, N = 68, p < .05 
 
4.3.4 Summary of Findings of Research Question 3 
In conclusion, based on the findings from descriptive statistics, both the individual 
scripted interview and the paired discussion task elicited hand gestures, body posture, eye 
contact, facial expressions, head nod, agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension check, 
confirmation check, confirming comprehension, questions for opinions/information, 
developing topics, connecting topics, self-correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made by 
the partner, replying in an appropriate amount of time, replying with sufficient content, 
persuading, and prompting. The findings from logistic regressions show that the individual 
scripted interview task elicited significantly more connecting topics, head nod, and 
confirmation check than the paired discussion task, with a large effect size. Conversely, the 
paired discussion task elicited significantly more eye contact, comprehension check, and 
prompting than in the individual scripted interview task, with a large effect size.  
4.4 Results for Research Question 4 
To what extent do the nonverbal and the verbal interaction features contribute to 





In order to answer this research question, 68 test-taker performances (34 individuals 
and 34 paired discussions) were holistically evaluated in terms of IC based on the 4-point IC 
scale (see Appendix A). Hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted separately for each 
task to investigate which verbal and nonverbal interaction features predicted IC scores. The 
dependent variable was the IC score; the independent variables were interaction features. The 
hierarchical multiple regressions with the stepwise method were conducted when all of the 
interaction features were entered in the models at the same time. Any interaction features that 
did not contribute significantly to the models were removed. The method continued until 
there were no longer any features that met the criteria for entering the models or being 
removed from the models. 
4.4.1 Hierarchical Multiple Regression for the Individual Scripted Interview Task 
The assumptions for multiple regressions for the individual scripted interview task 
were checked, including independence, linearity, homoscedasticity, normality, and 
collinearity (Pedhazur, 1997). The assumptions of independence, linearity, and 
homoscedasticity were met. However, the assumptions of normality and collinearity were not 
met. Concerning normality, the two features with a skewness larger than 3 and a kurtosis 
larger than 10 (disagreeing, correcting mistakes made by the partner) were transformed. For 
collinearity, there were high correlations between F10 (confirmation check) and F11 
(confirming comprehension) (r = .83), between F14 (developing topics) and F18 (replying in 
an appropriate amount of time) (r = .82), and between F18 (replying in an appropriate 
amount of time) and F19 (replying with sufficient content) (r = .92). Variables that are 
correlated more than .80 show collinearity (Pedhazur, 1997) (see Table 4.24 for correlations 





To remedy this collinearity, F10 and F11 were combined into one variable, which 
was confirmation check, since the descriptors for F10 (i.e., politely and sufficiently used 
questions to confirm own understanding) and F11 (i.e., politely confirmed comprehension of 
the interlocutor’s ideas or the examiner’s instructions) did not seem different. Also, the 
features of F14 (developing topics), F18 (replying in an appropriate amount of time), and F19 
(replying with sufficient content) were aggregated into one variable, which was developing 
topics. In considering the nature of the individual scripted interview task, test takers had one 
minute to respond to a question. In most cases, when test takers did not use the entire time, 
they might not be able to respond to the question with sufficient content or to develop a topic. 
Therefore, these three variables seem to measure the similar construct according to raters’ 
perspectives. The correlation matrix for the variables after aggregation is provided in Table 
4.25. In short, the 16 interaction features that were entered included hand gestures, body 
posture, eye contact, facial expressions, head nod, agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension 
check, confirmation check, questions for opinions/information, developing topics, connecting 
topics, self-correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made by the partner, persuading, and 
prompting. 
The 16 features were entered into a hierarchical multiple regression model using the 
stepwise method. The results (see Table 4.26) show that, in the first model, only head nod 
was selected alone. This model significantly predicted IC scores, F(1,33) = 41.02, p < .05, 
adjusted R2 = .56. As indicated by the R2, 56% of the variance in the IC score in the 
individual scripted interview task could be predicted by knowing the test taker’s appropriate 




Table 4.24 Correlation matrix 
 IC F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7T F8 F10 F11 F12 F14 F15 F16 F17T F18 F19 F20 F22 
IC 1.00                    
F1 .63 1.00                   
F2 .57 .54 1.00                  
F3 .70 .74 .50 1.00                 
F4 .62 .64 .53 .76 1.00                
F5 .75 .46 .54 .61 .53 1.00               
F6 -.04 -.11 -.02 -.05 -.17 .05 1.00              
F7T -.19 -.03 .06 .02 -.05 -.08 .41 1.00             
F8 .17 .13 .32 .15 .25 .07 -.14 -.06 1.00            
F10 .28 .21 .01 .39 .26 .34 .04 -.01 -.23 1.00           
F11 .30 .22 .01 .25 .14 .39 -.07 -.03 -.18 .83 1.00          
F12 .12 .10 -.19 .10 .15 -.01 -.21 -.12 -.12 .45 .35 1.00         
F14 .66 .40 .55 .46 .45 .73 .12 .05 .25 .11 .16 -.08 1.00        
F15 .39 .07 .39 .14 .11 .38 .12 .03 .28 -.11 -.09 .21 .58 1.00       
F16 .19 .15 -.08 .13 .12 .18 -.07 .01 -.20 .16 .29 -.20 .28 -.12 1.00      
F17T .18 .28 .15 .17 .14 .20 -.06 -.04 -.10 -.06 -.11 .29 .14 .13 -.02 1.00     
F18 .74 .41 .53 .50 .37 .71 -.03 -.09 .19 .08 .08 -.16 .80 .53 .27 .25 1.00    
F19 .73 .43 .58 .47 .38 .67 -.04 -.08 .28 .13 .16 -.08 .82 .60 .30 .19 .92 1.00   
F20 .34 .19 .39 .18 .10 .32 .27 .15 .16 -.25 -.16 -.33 .60 .36 .01 .21 .51 .53 1.00  
F22 -.04 -.07 -.08 -.01 .09 -.06 .03 -.09 -.10 .22 .20 .41 -.15 .04 -.29 -.10 -.32 -.19 -.28 1.00 
Note. F1 =  hand gestures, F2 = body posture, F3 = eye contact, F4 = facial expressions, F5 = head nod, F6 = agreeing, F7T = disagreeing (transformed), F8 = 
comprehension check, F10 = confirmation check, F11 = confirming comprehension, F12 = questions for opinion/information, F14 = developing topics, F15 = 
connecting topics, F16 = self-correcting mistakes, F17T = correcting mistakes made by the partner (transformed), F18 = replying in an appropriate amount of 






Table 4.25 Correlation matrix 
 IC F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7T F8 F1011 F12 F141819 F15 F16 F17T F20 F22 
IC 1.00                 
F1 .63 1.00                
F2 .57 .54 1.00               
F3 .70 .74 .50 1.00              
F4 .62 .64 .53 .76 1.00             
F5 .75 .46 .54 .61 .53 1.00            
F6 -.04 -.11 -.02 -.05 -.17 .05 1.00           
F7T -.19 -.03 .06 .02 -.05 -.08 .41 1.00          
F8 .17 .13 .32 .15 .25 .07 -.14 -.06 1.00         
F1011 .30 .22 .01 .34 .21 .38 -.01 -.02 -.21 1.00        
F12 .12 .10 -.19 .10 .15 -.01 -.21 -.12 -.12 .42 1.00       
F141819 .75 .43 .59 .50 .42 .74 .01 -.05 .25 .13 -.11 1.00      
F15 .39 .07 .39 .14 .11 .38 .12 .03 .28 -.10 .21 .60 1.00     
F16 .19 .15 -.08 .13 .12 .18 -.07 .01 -.20 .24 -.20 .30 -.12 1.00    
F17T .18 .28 .15 .17 .14 .20 .-06 -.04 -.10 -.09 .29 .21 .13 -.02 1.00   
F20 .34 .19 .39 .18 .10 .32 .27 .15 .17 -.21 -.33 .57 .36 .01 .21 1.00  
F22 -.04 -.07 -.08 -.01 .09 -.06 .03 -.09 -.10 .22 .41 -.23 .04 -.29 -.10 -.28 1.00 
Note. F1 = hand gestures, F2 = body posture, F3 = eye contact, F4 = facial expressions, F5 = head nod, F6 = agreeing, F7T = disagreeing (transformed), F8 = 
comprehension check, F1011 = confirmation check, F12 = questions for opinion/information, F141819 = developing topics, F15 = connecting topics, F16 = self-









The second model with two predictors, head nod and hand gestures, significantly 
improved the prediction, R2 change = .10, F(1,31) = 9.60, p < .05, and both head nod and 
hand gestures were significant predictors. Adjusted R2 for this second model is .66, 
indicating that 66% of the variance in the score of IC could be explained by scores of head 
nod and hand gestures. The third model, including head nod, hand gestures, and developing 
topics as the predictors, was statistically significant in explaining the IC scores, R2 change = 
.06, F(1,30) = 6.29, p < .05. Adjusted R2 for this model is .72, meaning 72% of the variance 
in the IC scores could be predicted by the combination of head nod, hand gestures, and 
developing topics. No further interaction features were significant predictors. According to 
Cohen (1988), this is a large effect. The beta weights and significance values indicate that 
head nod (β = .33, p < .05), hand gestures (β = .32, p < .05), and developing topics 
(β = .36, p < .05) contributed similarly to predicting IC. For every standard deviation unit 
increase in head nod score, we predict the IC score to increase by .33 standard deviation units 
assuming that hand gestures and developing topics are held constant. For every standard 
deviation unit increase in hand gesture score, the IC score is predicted to increase by .32 
standard deviation units when head nod and developing topics are held constant. For every 
standard deviation unit increase in the score of developing topics, we predict the IC score to 
increase by .36 standard deviation units after controlling scores of head nod and hand 
gestures.  
Overall, the multiple regression analyses with the stepwise method showed that head 
nod explained the most variance to the IC scores in the individual scripted interview task. 






Table 4.26 Multiple regression with stepwise method predicting IC score from interaction 
features for the individual scripted interview task (n = 34) 
Model Predictor B SEB β   p R2 R2 Change 
1      .56 .56 
 Head nod  .87 .14 .75 .00   
2      .66 .10 
 Head nod .68 .14 .58 .00   
 Hand gestures .31 .10 .36 .00   
3      .72 .06 
 Head nod .39 .17 .33 .03   
 Hand gestures .27 .10 .32 .01   
 Developing topics .31 .12 .36 .02   
However, the stepwise method in multiple regression counts all of the area where the 
interaction features (independent variables) overlap with IC (dependent variable) and add the 
interaction features one at a time to determine the best fit of the model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2001). Using this stepwise method might have lost the unique contribution of each 
interaction feature to IC. Therefore, simple regression models for each interaction feature 
were run to examine the unique contribution of each feature to the variance of IC score. The 
results from simple regression models are reported in the following section.  
4.4.2 Simple regressions for each interaction feature in the individual scripted interview 
task  
 The 16 interaction features were separately entered into simple regression models to 
determine the extent to which each interaction feature predicted IC scores. The results (see 
Table 4.27) show that hand gestures (F(1,32) = 21.14, p < .05), body posture (F(1,32) = 





< .05), head nod (F(1,32) = 41.02, p < .05), developing topics (F(1,32) = 40.87, p < .05), 
connecting topics (F(1,32) = 5.73, p < .05), and persuading (F(1,32) = 4.15, p = .05) 
significantly predicted IC scores in the individual scripted interview task.  
Table 4.27 Simple regressions for each interaction feature 
Variable B SEB β    p R2 
Hand gestures .54 .12 .63 .00 .63 
Body posture .53 .14 .57 .00 .57 
Eye contact .61 .11 .70 .00 .70 
Facial expressions .62 .14 .62 .00 .62 
Head nod .87 .14 .75 .00 .75 
Agreeing -.05 .23 -.04 .84 .04 
Disagreeing -.73 .67 -.19 .28 .19 
Comprehension check .21 .21 .17 .32 .17 
Confirmation check .16 .09 .30 .08 .30 
Questions for opinions/information .06 .09 .12 .50 .12 
Developing topics .64 .10 .75 .00 .75 
Connecting topics .28 .12 .39 .00 .39 
Self-correcting mistakes .13 .12 .19 .28 .19 
Correcting mistakes made by the partner .59 .57 .18 .31 .18 
Persuading .19 .09 .34 .05 .34 
Prompting -.03 .14 -.04 .82 .04 
Head nod and developing topics contributed the most variance to the IC scores. The R 





variance in IC scores was explained by either head nod or developing topics scores. 
According to Cohen (1988), this is a very large effect. Eye contact, hand gestures, facial 
expressions, and body posture also contributed greatly (70%, 63%, 62%, and 57%, 
respectively) to predicting IC scores, with a large effect (Cohen, 1988). Connecting topics 
and persuading contributed to the prediction of IC scores in the individual scripted interview 
task with 39% and 34% of the variance, and this is a medium effect according to Cohen 
(1988). 
To sum up, simple regressions suggest that eight interaction features (hand gestures, 
body posture, eye contact, facial expressions, head nod, developing topics, connecting topics, 
and persuading) significantly predicted IC scores in the individual scripted interview task. 
Out of these eight features, all five nonverbal features contributed most to predicting IC 
scores. Three verbal features contributed from moderate to high predictability to the IC score. 
4.4.3 Hierarchical Multiple Regression for the Paired Discussion Task 
The assumptions for multiple regression for the paired discussion task were checked. 
The assumptions of independence, linearity, and homoscedasticity were met. Nevertheless, 
the assumptions of normality and collinearity were not met. Regarding normality, F22 
(prompting) had a skewness of 4.01 and a kurtosis of 19.26, which violates the normality 
range of 3 for skewness and 10 for kurtosis (Ockey, 2013). Therefore, F22 was transformed 
prior to data analysis. With respect to collinearity, high correlations were found between F3 
(eye contact) and F4 (facial expressions) (r = .81), F8 (comprehension check) and F22 
(prompting) (r = .83), F8 (comprehension check) and F12 (questions for opinion/information) 
(r = .80), and F14 (developing topics) and F19 (replying with sufficient content) (r = .88) (see 
Table 4.28). To remedy this problem, F4, F12, and F22 were dropped from data analysis. 





analysis of the individual scripted interview task, F3 and F8 were retained instead of F4, F12, 
and F22. Second, these pairs of features were different in the constructs that they were 
intended to measure. Therefore, it is not meaningful to aggregate these pairs. As for the high 
correlation between F14 and F19, it was decided to combine these two into one variable, 
which is developing topics. The reason why these two features were aggregated is to make it 
comparable with the analysis for the individual scripted interview task. Besides, as discussed 
above, F14 and F19 seem to measure the similar constructs. (See Table 4.29 for correlation 
matrix after dropping and combining the variables).  
In short, the 15 interaction features that were entered in hierarchical multiple 
regression models (using stepwise method) and standard multiple regression models included 
hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head nod, agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension 
check, confirmation check, confirming comprehension, developing topics, connecting topics, 
self-correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made by the partner, replying in an appropriate 
amount of time, and persuading. 
Hierarchical multiple regressions with the stepwise method were run with the 15 
interaction features as independent variables and IC scores as the dependent variable. The 
findings show that three models were run by the stepwise method (see Table 4.30). The first 
model was composed of developing topics, and significantly predicted IC scores, F(1,33) = 
63.29, p < .00. Adjusted R2 is .66, indicating that 66% of the variance in IC score in the 
paired discussion task could be predicted by knowing whether a test taker developed a topic 
during an interaction. The second model with two predictors, developing topics and head 
nod, significantly explained the IC score, F(1,31) = 59.44, p < .05, R2 change = .13. Adjusted 





paired discussion task could be explained by scores of developing topics and head nod. The 
third model, consisting of developing topics, head nod, and agreeing, significantly predicted 
the IC score, F(1,30) = 48.81, p < .05, R2 change = .04. Adjusted R2 of .83 indicates scores of 
developing topics, head nod, and agreeing explained 83% of the variance in the IC score in 
the paired discussion task. The beta weights and significance values indicate that developing 
topics (β = .49, p < .05) contributed mostly to predicting the evaluation of IC in the paired 
discussion task as compared to head nod (β = .37, p < .05) and agreeing (β = .23, p < .05). 
In short, hierarchical multiple regressions using the stepwise method suggested that 
developing topics explained the most variance to the IC scores in the paired discussion task. 
Head nod contributed the second most variance to the scores, followed by agreeing which 
added the third most variance to the model. However, as explained in the analyses for the 
individual scripted interview task above, multiple regressions with the stepwise method did 
not consider the unique contribution of each interaction feature to the R-square. Thus, simple 
regression models were run to investigate the variance to the model uniquely explained by 





Table 4.28 Correlation matrix 
 IC F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F10 F11 F12 F14 F15 F16 F17 F18 F19 F20 F22T 
IC 1.00                    
F1 .72 1.00                   
F2 .58 .59 1.00                  
F3 .66 .68 .74 1.00                 
F4 .76 .55 .72 .81 1.00                
F5 .78 .79 .57 .72 .78 1.00               
F6 .62 .51 .43 .34 .40 .50 1.00              
F7 .63 .34 .47 .43 .58 .43 .49 1.00             
F8 .41 .29 .22 .20 .37 .36 .28 .33 1.00            
F10 .26 .31 .11 .12 .20 .26 .06 .14 .78 1.00           
F11 .47 .47 .35 .35 .44 .44 .35 .26 .62 .63 1.00          
F12 .19 .16 .12 .08 .25 .29 .06 .27 .80 .65 .63 1.00         
F14 .73 .50 .37 .40 .50 .52 .35 .53 .20 .07 .11 .01 1.00        
F15 .77 .64 .63 .58 .57 .68 .51 .63 .36 .29 .43 .22 .68 1.00       
F16 .58 .46 .15 .36 .43 .40 .40 .26 .31 .37 .37 .18 .48 .25 1.00      
F17 .38 .25 .24 .30 .36 .27 .22 .26 .68 .56 .30 .47 .24 .17 .44 1.00     
F18 .69 .34 .18 .34 .48 .55 .37 .34 .10 -.01 .15 -.07 .64 .46 .29 .10 1.00    
F19 .84 .61 .45 .51 .59 .65 .48 .66 .33 .17 .30 .13 .88 .74 .46 .28 .71 1.00   
F20 .73 .43 .39 .38 .56 .54 .55 .55 .14 -.01 .18 -.06 .75 .52 .51 .29 .60 .76 1.00  
F22T .26 .27 .04 .07 .17 .27 .30 .14 .83 .74 .50 .75 .05 .14 .42 .77 -.05 .18 .08 1.00 
Note. F1 =  hand gestures, F2 = body posture, F3 = eye contact, F4 = facial expressions, F5 = head nod, F6 = agreeing, F7 = disagreeing, F8 = comprehension 
check, F10 = confirmation check, F11 = confirming comprehension, F12 = questions for opinion/information, F14 = developing topics, F15 = connecting topics, 
F16 = self-correcting mistakes, F17 = correcting mistakes made by the partner, F18 = replying in an appropriate amount of time, F19 = replying with sufficient 










Table 4.29 Correlation matrix 
 IC F1 F2 F3 F5 F6 F7 F8 F10 F11 F1419 F15 F16 F17 F18 F20 
IC 1.00                
F1 .72 1.00               
F2 .58 .59 1.00              
F3 .66 .68 .74 1.00             
F5 .78 .79 .57 .72 1.00            
F6 .62 .51 .43 .34 .50 1.00           
F7 .63 .34 .47 .43 .43 .49 1.00          
F8 .41 .29 .22 .20 .36 .28 .33 1.00         
F10 .26 .31 .11 .12 .26 .06 .14 .78 1.00        
F11 .47 .47 .35 .35 .44 .35 .26 .62 .63 1.00       
F1419 .82 .58 .43 .48 .61 .43 .62 .28 .13 .22 1.00      
F15 .77 .64 .63 .58 .68 .51 .63 .36 .29 .43 .74 1.00     
F16 .58 .46 .15 .36 .40 .40 .26 .31 .37 .38 .49 .25 1.00    
F17 .38 .25 .24 .30 .27 .22 .26 .68 .56 .30 .27 .17 .44 1.00   
F18 .69 .34 .18 .34 .55 .37 .34 .10 -.01 .15 .70 .46 .29 .10 1.00  
F20 .73 .43 .39 .38 .54 .55 .55 .14 -.01 .18 .78 .52 .51 .29 .60 1.00 
Note. F1 = hand gestures, F2 = body posture, F3 = eye contact, F5 = head nod, F6 = agreeing, F7 = disagreeing, F8 = comprehension check,  
F10 = confirmation check, F11 = confirming comprehension, F1419 = developing topics, F15 = connecting topics, F16 = self-correcting mistakes,  





Table 4.30 Multiple regression with stepwise method predicting IC score from interaction 
features for the paired discussion task (n = 34) 
Model Predictor B SEB β    p R2 R2 Change 
1      .66 .66 
 Developing topics  .80 .10 .82 .00   
2      .79 .13 
 Developing topics .53 .10 .54 .00   
 Head nod .32 .07 .45 .00   
3      .83 .04 
 Developing topics .48 .10 .49 .00   
 Head nod .26 .07 .37 .00   
 Agreeing .13 .05 .23 .02   
4.4.4 Simple regressions for each interaction feature in the paired discussion task  
Simple regression models were run separately for each of the 15 interaction features 
to determine the extent to which each interaction feature predicted IC scores. The 15 features 
included hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head nod, agreeing, disagreeing, 
comprehension check, confirmation check, confirming comprehension, developing topics, 
connecting topics, self-correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made by the partner, 
replying in an appropriate amount of time, and persuading. 
The results (see Table 4.31) show that except confirmation check, all of the other 
features, significantly predicted IC scores in the paired discussion task, for example, hand 
gestures (F(1,32) = 33.96, p < .05), body posture (F(1,32) = 16.37 , p < .05), eye contact 
(F(1,32) = 24.69 , p < .05), head nod (F(1,32) = 50.47 , p < .05), agreeing (F(1,32) = 20.43 , 





.05), confirming comprehension (F(1,32) = 8.97 , p < .05), developing topics (F(1,32) = 
63.29 , p < .05), connecting topics (F(1,32) = 45.69 , p < .05), self-correcting mistakes 
(F(1,32) = 16.00 , p < .05), correcting mistakes made by the partner (F(1,32) = 5.27 , p < 
.05), replying in an appropriate amount of time (F(1,32) = 28.50 , p < .05), and persuading 
(F(1,32) = 37.29 , p < .05). 
Developing topics, head nod, connecting topics, persuading, and hand gestures 
contributed the most variance to the IC scores in the paired discussion task. The R squared 
value was .82 for developing topics, .78 for head nod, .77 for connecting topics, .73 for 
persuading, and .72 for hand gestures, indicating these features explained from 72% to 82% 
of the variance in IC scores. According to Cohen (1988), this is a very large effect. Replying 
in an appropriate amount of time, eye contact, disagreeing, agreeing, body posture, self-
correcting mistakes, confirming comprehension, and comprehension check contributed a 
great deal of variance to the IC scores, with 69% (replying in an appropriate amount of time), 
66% (eye contact), 63% (disagreeing), 62% (agreeing), 58% (body posture and self-
correcting mistakes), 47% (confirming comprehension), and 41% (comprehension check). 
Based on Cohen (1988), this is a large effect. Correcting mistakes made by the partner also 
contributed to 38% of the variance of IC scores in the paired discussion task, with a medium 
effect (Cohen, 1988). 
To summarize, the findings from simple regressions suggest that 14 interaction 
features, including four nonverbal features (hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head 
nod), and 10 verbal features (agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension check, confirming 





mistakes made by the partner, replying in an appropriate amount of time, and persuading) 
significantly predicted IC scores in the paired discussion task. 
Table 4.31 Simple regressions predicting IC score from each interaction feature for the paired 
discussion task (n = 34) 
Variable B SEB β    p R2 
Hand gestures .80 .10 .72 .00 .72  
Body posture .39 .10 .58 .00 .58  
Eye contact .62 .13 .66 .00 .66  
Head nod .55 .08 .78 .00 .78  
Agreeing .36 .08 .62 .00 .62  
Disagreeing .49 .11 .63 .00 .63  
Comprehension check .27 .11 .41 .02 .41  
Confirmation check .15 .10 .26 .14 .26  
Confirming comprehension .25 .08 .47 .01 .47  
Developing topics .80 .10 .82 .00 .82  
Connecting topics .56 .08 .77 .00 .77  
Self-correcting mistakes .33 .08 .58 .00 .58  
Correcting mistakes made by the partner .33 .14 .38 .03 .38  
Replying in an appropriate amount of time .54 .10 .69 .00 .69  
Persuading .53 .09 .73 .00 .73  
4.4.5 Summary of Findings of Research Question 4  
This research question sought to answer the extent to which interaction features 
contributed to variance in IC scores in the individual scripted interview task and in the paired 





significantly predicted IC scores in the individual scripted interview task, from a moderate to 
a very large effect. They were hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, facial expressions, 
head nod, developing topics, connecting topics, and persuading. As for the paired discussion 
task, 14 features contributed from moderately to highly to the prediction of IC scores. They 
included hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head nod, agreeing, disagreeing, 
comprehension check, confirming comprehension, developing topics, connecting topics, self-
correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made by the partner, replying in an appropriate 





CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of task types on interactional 
competence (IC) in oral communication assessment in order to explore the IC construct in 
oral communication assessment. To achieve this goal, this dissertation sought to answer the 
three main questions: 1) the types of interaction features that raters noticed when judging test 
takers’ IC in the individual scripted interview and in the paired discussion task, 2) the extent 
to which the individual scripted interview task shared interaction features with the paired 
discussion task, and 3) the extent to which the interaction features contributed to variance in 
the IC scores across the two task types. This chapter presents a summary and discussion of 
the findings. The chapter then discusses the definition of IC construct, followed by 
theoretical and practical implications of the study. Next, the chapter discusses the limitations 
of the study and the areas for future research. The chapter concludes with the final remarks of 
this dissertation study. 
5.1 Interaction features that raters attended to in the individual scripted interview and 
the paired discussion task  
To shed light on the IC construct, this current study investigated the interaction 
features that raters attended to when rating IC in the individual scripted interview and in the 
paired discussion task. Briefly, four raters watched eight test-taker performances and 
produced verbal reports on how they rated IC. They also participated in semi-structured 
interviews after producing the verbal reports. The findings show that raters noticed both the 
nonverbal and the verbal interaction features when rating IC in the two task types. The 
nonverbal features included hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head nod, and facial 
expressions. The verbal features were composed of connecting topics, expanding topics, 





persuading, replying with sufficient information, confirmation check, agreeing, disagreeing, 
correcting, asking questions for opinions/information, and clarification requests. 
Comprehension check, prompting elaboration, responding to requests for clarification, and 
correcting the interlocutor’s mistakes were also reported in the interviews to be important 
interaction features that contributed to an effective interaction. The use of these features in a 
sufficient and polite way was crucial in communication, based on raters’ verbal reports and 
interviews.  
5.1.1 Raters reporting on nonverbal features in the individual scripted interview and in 
the paired discussion task 
Raters in this current study evaluated test takers’ IC performances based on an 
operational IC construct which defined IC as the ability to respond appropriately in a given 
situation. This scale did not include nonverbal behavior, but raters reported on nonverbal 
interaction features as well as on other sub-constructs of IC such as fluency and 
grammar/vocabulary. 
First, based on the findings of raters’ verbal reports, raters commented a lot upon 
nonverbal interaction features, such as hand gestures, body posture, head nod, facial 
expressions, and eye contact. It is important to point out here that as discussed in the rater 
training procedures in Chapter 3, raters were not asked or expected to report on nonverbal 
features in any stage of the training protocols. Only when raters completed their verbal report 
production, were they asked in the interview as to whether they noticed other verbal and 
nonverbal interaction features that they did not mention during their verbal reports. The 
findings show that although the types of those nonverbal interaction features noticed by 
raters were similar in the two task types, those features occurred in raters’ verbal reports for 





Moreover, when examining the verbal reports of individual raters, it shows that individual 
raters were similar in that they attended to nonverbal features more often in the paired 
discussion task than in the individual scripted interview task. The findings of this study 
supported May’s (2011) findings that body language (BL) such as eye contact, hand 
gestures, and head nod featured prominently in raters’ evaluation of interaction effectiveness 
in the paired test format.  
Both May’s (2011) study and the current study found that maintaining eye contact 
with the interlocutor indicated a desire to communicate, using gestures supported meaning 
and emphasized points, and using head nod acknowledged the interlocutor’s ideas. In 
addition, both the current study and Ducasse and Brown (2009) found that facial expressions 
and body posture made important and salient contribution to an effective interaction. These 
findings suggest that, despite their absence in the rating scale used in the current study, 
nonverbal features are integral parts that should be considered in the definition of the IC 
construct. This is in line with May’s (2011) recommendation regarding the possibility of an 
integration of these nonlinguistic features of communication in an assessment of IC.  
Second, in addition to attending to nonverbal features that were not part of the rating 
rubric, raters seemed to be influenced by other facets of the discourse. For example, raters 
referred to fluency (e.g., he’s quite fluent, giving an impression that he’s quite competent 
with interacting) and grammar (e.g., he used the subjunctive, which I think is very 
interesting). In the rating rubric used in this current study, the IC construct was defined as the 
ability to respond appropriately in a given situation. Raters might have interpreted IC as the 
ability to communicate well. However, the ability to effectively communicate may also result 





IC, fluency and grammar/vocabulary were mixed together, suggesting that it is not easy for 
raters to separate IC from fluency and grammar/vocabulary. In other words, this finding 
suggests that IC is not really a construct that can be separated from fluency and 
grammar/vocabulary in both tasks. 
5.1.2 Raters reporting on verbal features in the individual scripted interview and in the 
paired discussion task 
Raters reported on a variety of verbal interaction features when judging test takers’ 
IC. They also commented about perceived appropriateness of the use of interaction features. 
First, the verbal interaction features that raters made references to when evaluating 
test takers’ IC included: connecting topics, expanding topics, confirming comprehension, 
replying in an appropriate amount of time, initiating topics, persuading, replying with 
sufficient information, confirmation check, agreeing, disagreeing, correcting, asking 
questions for opinions/information, and clarification request. In the interviews, raters 
reported the following features that would contribute to their evaluation of IC: 
comprehension check, prompting elaboration, responding to requests for clarification, and 
correcting the interlocutor’s mistakes. However, raters regarded prompting elaboration as an 
important feature to facilitate interaction, which they would have particularly looked for in 
the paired discussion task, but not in the individual scripted interview task. Another feature 
that raters would have expected to see in the paired test format was responding to requests 
for clarification. Similar to the nonverbal features, the pattern of the distribution of the verbal 
interaction features in the two task types followed a higher number and a wider range of 
verbal features in the paired discussion task than in the individual scripted interview task. 





problem highlighted in the previous studies regarding the unequal distribution of interaction 
features in different task types (Brooks, 2009; Van Lier, 1989; Young & He, 1998). 
Second, raters made comments upon perceived appropriateness of each verbal 
interaction feature. Both the current study and May’s (2011) study found that the interaction 
features should be used in a sufficient amount to be considered appropriate. For example, in 
May’s study, raters were critical of test takers who asked for opinions but did not have a lot 
to say. Similarly, the current study showed that test takers who asked for opinions but did not 
develop their own ideas or connect ideas to the interlocutor’s ideas were rated low in IC. 
Also, the performances with too many clarification requests and comprehension checks were 
evaluated as weak interactions, since raters interpreted this as either test takers were not 
focused on the interaction or their proficiency was not high enough. Either way of 
interpretation supports the aspect of the IC definition by Ockey and Li (2015) in which 
listening comprehension is required to interact effectively, and the argument made by Ockey 
and Wagner (2018) that there is a close relationship between comprehension and oral 
production, especially when oral interactive tasks such as the paired discussion task are used.  
5.2 The extent to which the individual scripted interview task shared interaction 
features with the paired discussion task 
To shed further light on the IC construct, this current study investigated the extent to 
which the individual scripted interview task shared interaction features with the paired 
discussion task. Briefly, two raters used an interaction ability scale to analytically evaluate 68 
test-taker performances in terms of IC. Among these performances, there were 34 individual 
scripted interview tasks and 34 paired discussion tasks. An exploratory factor analysis, 





The exploratory factor analysis of the 19 interaction features (i.e., hand gestures, 
body posture, eye contact, head nod, facial expressions, developing topics, replying in an 
appropriate amount of time, replying in an appropriate amount of time, persuading, 
connecting topics, agreeing, disagreeing, self-correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made 
by the partner, comprehension check, confirmation check, questions for 
opinions/information, confirming comprehension, and prompting) showed the varying 
number of factors that should be extracted. Based on the percentage of variance of initial 
eigenvalues, there might be three factors, whereas based on the scree plot, there might be five 
factors. The findings suggest that both a four-factor and five-factor model might provide 
important insights into the components of the IC construct. However, in the five-factor 
model, there was one factor that consisted of only one interaction feature (i.e., self-correcting 
mistakes). It is possible that this factor includes some other features that were not under 
investigation in this current study, which may be a topic for future research. Despite self-
correcting mistakes loading highly on this factor, this factor was not considered because a 
factor should include at least three measured variables to provide a meaningful interpretation 
of the factor (Fabrigar, 2012). Thus, although the five-factor model was possibly 
representative of the IC construct, the four-factor model was chosen over the five-factor 
model for the interpretation of the components of the IC construct in this study. The content 
analysis revealed four sub-constructs of IC: TM, BL, IM, and IL. Each factor had strong 
loadings on certain features. For example, TM had strong loadings on developing topics, 
replying with sufficient content, replying in an appropriate amount of time, persuading, and 
connecting topics. The content analysis confirms that these five features measure how topics 





and facial expressions. All these five features are associated with the appropriate use of BL 
to support meaning in communication. IM were strongly loaded on agreeing, disagreeing, 
correcting mistakes made by the partner, and comprehension check. These interaction 
features measure how interaction is managed by test takers. IL had strong loadings on 
confirmation check, questions for opinion/information, confirming comprehension, and 
prompting. These features are related to the extent to which test takers actively listen to their 
partners during interaction. These findings suggest that the IC construct can be defined based 
on four sub-constructs, including TM, BL, IM, and IL. The detailed definition of these 
individual sub-constructs will be described in Section 5.4 below. These findings are in line 
with Galaczi’s (2008, 2014) studies in that the IC construct can encompass nonverbal 
communication, IL, TM, and IM.    
Descriptive statistics show that the individual scripted interview and the paired 
discussion task shared the interaction features of TM (replying with sufficient content, 
developing topics, replying in an appropriate amount of time, connecting topics, 
persuading), of BL (hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, facial expression, head nod), 
of IM (agreeing, disagreeing, correcting mistakes made by the partner, comprehension 
check), and of IL (questions for opinion/information, confirming comprehension, 
confirmation check, prompting). This finding is similar to Brook’s (2009) study in that both 
the individual and the paired format could elicit several similar features of interaction. For 
example, Brooks found that comprehension check, prompting elaboration, or correcting 
were found in the individual format in which test takers interacted with an examiner, and in 





comprehension check, prompting elaboration, and correcting were also noticed in both the 
individual and the paired task by raters in this current study.  
Logistic regressions show that comprehension check and prompting were found to be 
elicited significantly more in the paired discussion task than in the individual task, with a 
large effect size. Conversely, confirmation check and connecting topics were significantly 
elicited more in the individual task than in the paired discussion task, with a moderate to 
large effect size. Brooks (2009) found that confirmation check was used in both formats. 
However, it was not clear in Brooks’ study whether confirmation check was significantly 
higher in the interview format than in the paired format. This current study added 
information to that by providing evidence that confirmation check was significantly elicited 
more in the individual task than in the paired discussion task, with a large effect size. These 
findings suggest that raters attend to TM features more often in the individual scripted 
interview task than in the paired discussion task, whereas they notice IM features more often 
in the paired discussion task than in the individual scripted interview task.  
The findings from logistic regressions also show that the individual scripted interview 
task elicited significantly more head nod than the paired discussion task, suggesting the 
power structure of examiner-test taker interaction in which a test taker wanted to show 
agreement while listening to the examiner. However, this effect size was small for this 
feature. Conversely, the paired discussion task elicited significantly more eye contact than in 
the individual task, with a large effect size. This suggests that in the paired discussion task, it 
is important that test takers keep eye contact with their interlocutor to show a desire to 
communicate. In contrast, due to the nature of the individual scripted interview task where 





not expect test takers to look at them while responding to that question. Therefore, eye 
contact is noticed more in the paired discussion task than in the individual task.  
5.3 The extent to which the interaction features contributed to variance in the IC scores 
across the two task types 
To provide further insights on the IC construct, this study examined the extent to 
which the contribution of the nonverbal and the verbal interaction features to variance in the 
IC scores in the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion task. Two raters used 
an IC scale to holistically evaluate 34 individual performances and 34 paired discussion 
performances. Multiple regression models with the stepwise method and simple regressions 
were conducted to analyze the data for each task type.  
Multiple regression analysis with the stepwise method shows that head nod 
contributed the most variance to the IC scores in the individual scripted interview task, 
followed by hand gestures and developing topics. Conversely, developing topics contributed 
the most variance to IC scores in the paired discussion task, followed by head nod and 
agreeing. However, as discussed in Chapter 4, this stepwise method takes into account all the 
areas where interaction features overlap with the IC score and add the interaction features 
one at a time to determine the best model fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Therefore, simple 
regressions were conducted to examine the unique contribution of each feature to IC scores 
in each task.  
Simple regression analyses show that BL features, such as hand gestures, eye contact, 
body posture, head nod, and facial expressions, and TM features, such as developing topics, 
connecting topics, and persuading, significantly predicted IC scores in the individual scripted 
interview task, with moderate to very large effect. Regarding the contribution in the paired 





task was explained by not only BL and TM features but also IM and IL features. To be 
specific, BL includes the following features: hand gestures, eye contact, body posture, and 
head nod; TM includes developing topics, connecting topics, self-correcting mistakes, 
replying in an appropriate amount of time, and persuading; IM consists of agreeing, 
disagreeing, comprehension check, and correcting mistakes made by the partner; and IL is 
composed of confirming comprehension. These features contributed from moderate to high 
variance to the IC score in the paired discussion task. The findings suggest that the paired 
discussion task can cover a wider range of interaction features than the individual scripted 
interview task. This unequal distribution of interaction features between these two task types 
might be due to test takers having more opportunities to demonstrate these abilities when the 
power structure of the discussion is fairly equal (Ockey, 2014; Van Lier, 1989).  
5.4 Defining the construct of IC 
Based on the four-factor model from the exploratory factor analysis and the findings 
from simple regressions, IC, as defined as the ability to respond appropriately (Ockey, 2017; 
Ockey & Li, 2015), can be assessed based on the appropriate use of the following aspects: 
BL, TM, IM, and IL. It is important to note that although these aspects may not cover all 
layers in the IC construct, they contribute to our current understanding and operationalization 
of the construct. 
First of all, BL can be defined as the appropriate use of hand gestures to support 
meaning, of body posture to show engagement, of eye contact to indicate a desire to 
communicate, of nodding to acknowledge an interlocutor’s ideas, and of facial expressions 
that communicate engagement. Assessing the appropriateness of BL is not easy, since it can 





English did not necessarily suggest their lack of attention; however, the frequent head nod 
used by Japanese listeners indicated attentive listening to speakers (Jungheim, 2001).  
 This culture-specific aspect of BL may pose challenges in language testing, yet this 
is beneficial (Plough, Banerjee, & Iwashita, 2018), since nonverbal behavior and spoken 
language are different aspects of the same underlying mental process (McNeill, 1985). 
Ducasse and Brown (2009) and May (2011) showed that nonverbal communication impacted 
test takers’ performances in paired/group testing and IC scores. This current study also 
showed that hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head nod, and facial expressions 
significantly predicted the scores awarded on IC. Additionally, nonverbal behaviors could be 
especially important for learners with limited linguistic resources. Eye contact may be more 
important than speech in the development of a successful conversation (Edmondson, 1981). 
Thus, the impact of nonverbal features, at least the nonverbal features identified in this 
current study, such as hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, head nod, and facial 
expressions, should be considered in the IC construct.  
Second, TM can be defined as the appropriate use of features to manage topics in an 
interaction, such as developing topics, replying in an appropriate amount of time, 
persuading, and connecting topics. That is, the ability to manage topics can be assessed 
based on whether test takers develop topics by providing reasons and details in an 
appropriate amount of time, whether test takers connect their own ideas to those of the 
interlocutor, and whether test takers politely persuade the interlocutor with convincing 
arguments. Moreover, self-correcting mistakes, despite its loadings on TM less than 0.4, 
significantly predicted the IC score of the paired discussion task and contributed about 19% 





assessed based on the ability to politely self-correct mistakes that cause miscomprehension. 
These five features were also reported by raters in this current study and in previous studies 
(e.g., Ducasse & Brown, 2009; May, 2011) as important aspects that they attended to when 
rating IC. Thus, those features of TM should be incorporated in the operationalization of the 
IC construct.   
Third, IM can be defined as the ability to manage interaction, as evidenced by the 
appropriate use of such features as agreeing, disagreeing, correcting mistakes made by the 
partner, and comprehension check. Specifically, test takers can be assessed as to whether 
they politely agree and/or disagree with the interlocutor’s ideas, whether they politely correct 
mistakes made by the interlocutor that cause miscomprehension, and whether they politely 
and sufficiently check the interlocutor’s understanding. Those four features of IM contributed 
to the prediction of the IC score in the paired discussion task, but not in the individual 
scripted interview task. However, comprehension check and correcting mistakes made by the 
partner explained from 17% to 18% of the variance of the IC score in the individual scripted 
interview task. Concerning agreeing and disagreeing, due to the nature of the task, these two 
features did not explain much of the variance of the IC score in the individual scripted 
interview task. Nevertheless, the appropriate use of these features played an important role in 
effective interaction in the paired test format, as shown in this current study and also in 
studies by Ducasse and Brown (2009) and May (2011). Therefore, agreeing, disagreeing, 
correcting mistakes made by the partner, and comprehension check should be viewed as 
important layers of the IM aspect of the IC construct.  
Fourth, IL can be defined as the ability to actively listen to the interlocutor during 





comprehension and confirmation check were significant predictors of the scores awarded to 
IC in the paired discussion task. Although confirmation check did not significantly predict 
the variance of the IC scores in the individual scripted interview task, it contributed 30% of 
the variance of the IC score. The other feature belonging to the category of IL, questions for 
opinion/information, did not significantly predict the IC scores in the individual scripted 
interview task. Yet, it contributed about 12% of the variance in the IC scores. That said, IL is 
an inseparable component in the construct of IC, since comprehension and oral production 
are closely related, particularly when interactive and/or integrated tasks are used (Ockey & 
Wagner, 2018), and only when test takers have understood what their interlocutor has said, 
can a discussion be continued (Roever & Kasper, 2018). Thus, IL can be assessed according 
to whether, if necessary, test takers politely confirm comprehension of the interlocutor’s 
ideas or the examiner’s instructions, whether test takers politely and sufficiently use 
questions to confirm own understanding, and whether test takers politely and sufficiently use 
questions to ask for the interlocutor’s opinion or information.  
In short, the factors or the features identified in this current study made important 
contributions to the performance recognized by raters as indicators of the IC construct. 
However, it should be noted that they were not fully representative of such a complex and 
rich IC construct. Therefore, more research studies should be conducted to uncover other 
interesting hidden parts of this construct. Recommendations for future research will be 
discussed in Section 5.6 below. 
5.5 Implications of the study 
This study has important theoretical and practical implications, pertaining to the 
construct definition of IC in oral communication assessment, to the task selection for a 





5.5.1 Theoretical Implications 
This study provided further understanding of what constitutes IC. Although raters had 
not been explicitly prompted to report observation of nonverbal features, they reported that 
they observed nonverbal features when rating IC. Thus, it could be argued that nonverbal 
behavior is an important component of the IC construct. Based on the findings, this study 
suggests the need to include not only the verbal but also the nonverbal features of interaction 
in an assessment of IC. It should be noted that the construct of IC is complex and very likely 
covers more interaction features than those identified in this dissertation study. However, the 
combination of the data from the raters’ verbal reports and semi-structured interviews and the 
raters’ evaluations of test-taker performances regarding IC enabled an investigation of the 
features of interaction that raters employed during the rating process, thus step-by-step 
exploring the complexity of this construct.  
This current study suggests that IC can be broken down into four sub-constructs: BL, 
TM, IL, and IM. These findings are consistent with Galaczi and Taylor (2018) in that both 
found three same main sub-constructs of IC: BL, TM, and IL. First, the current study 
suggests that BL can encompass eye contact, head nod, facial expressions, body posture, and 
hand gestures. Second, TM can include the following interaction features: developing topics, 
replying in an appropriate amount of time, persuading, connecting topics, and self-correcting 
mistakes. Third, this current study suggests that IL can cover confirming comprehension, 
confirmation check, and questions for opinion/information. The current study also found 
another sub-construct of IC which is interactional management. The features underlying IM 
can consist of agreeing, disagreeing, correcting mistakes made by the partner, and 





analysis (Galaczi, 2008, 2014) in that certain features of nonverbal communication, IL, TM, 
and IM significantly explained test takers’ IC performances.  
Another theoretical implication drawn from this current study is that it might not be 
easy to evaluate a test taker’s IC separately from another test taker’s when they perform 
paired test formats. This concern of raters comparing performances among test takers in the 
paired or group oral test format was also discussed in prior research (May, 2011; Ockey, 
2009). As shown in this current study, raters tended to compare the performance of a test 
taker with that of another test taker in the paired discussion task. An example of raters’ 
comments was “when I compare to his partner, his partner’s BL seems more engaged.” This 
suggests the co-construction characteristic of the definition of IC (Young, 2011). Due to this 
co-construction of discursive practices by all participants in these interactions, it is likely that 
raters find it difficult to evaluate a test taker’s IC performance without comparing it to 
another test taker’s IC performance.  
5.5.2 Practical Implications 
There are three practical implications drawn from this current study pertaining to task 
selection, rater training, and the development of an IC scale. First, the study provides an 
understanding of how task types affected the elicitation of interaction features. The findings 
of this study suggests that the nature of interaction in different task types varies. The paired 
task format (e.g., paired discussion) tended to be more successful in eliciting a wider range of 
features of interaction than the individual task format (e.g., individual scripted interview). 
Although the individual scripted interview task shared a range of interaction features with the 
paired discussion task (e.g., hand gestures, body posture, eye contact, facial expressions, 
head nod, developing topics, connecting topics, persuading), it was still limited in eliciting 





test format is important in language testing, since it provides test takers with the opportunity 
to demonstrate their abilities individually, and it has lower degrees of variability than the 
paired/group tasks (Ockey, 2003; Van Moore, 2006). However, due to its limited elicitation 
of interactional functions, this interview test format should be used in conjunction with the 
paired or group format to maximize the elicitation of a wider range of interaction features. 
This makes it possible to assess the more complex aspect of IC, thus allowing for more valid 
inferences made based on test scores. 
Second, a practical implication that can be drawn from this current study is related to 
rater training. Raters in this study compared test takers’ performances when evaluating IC. 
Moreover, raters considered aspects of fluency and grammar/vocabulary in their evaluations 
of a test taker’s IC, suggesting that their ratings show the halo effect when raters evaluate 
different constructs in the same way. This suggests the necessity of providing more intensive 
training to raters, so that they are focused on not only the individual performance but also the 
separate judgment for each sub-construct of a performance assessment as compared to the 
rating scale, not another test taker. Raters should also compare test takers to exemplary 
performances shown during rater training sessions, but not to other test takers that they 
encounter while rating. 
In addition, the fact that raters in this current study oriented to features that were not 
part of a rating rubric suggests that raters were not clear on how to assess IC. Although raters 
used an operational IC construct for rating, they in fact employed the theoretical IC construct 
by referring to many other interaction features that were not part of the IC scale. Plough et al. 
(2018) raised a question of whether this construct should be explicitly assessed for certain 





is that it is important to operationalize IC with certain interaction features and train raters so 
that they focus on only what is included in a rating rubric to improve rating reliability. This 
may not be a risk for validity because based on the constructivist-realist perspective to the 
interpretation of test taker behavior, IC can be inferred based on observed evidence from test 
performance which pertains to the theoretical IC construct. 
Third, the nonverbal and the verbal features of interaction identified by the raters in 
this study can inform the development of an IC rating scale. While the appropriate use of 
nonverbal interaction features was mostly referred to when raters evaluated test takers’ IC, 
this nonverbal behavior was not considered in the IC scale used in this current study. 
Moreover, regardless of the task types, raters attended to certain nonverbal interaction 
features when evaluating IC, such as hand gestures, body posture, head nod, eye contact, and 
facial expressions, and these features significantly affected raters’ evaluations. If the 
nonverbal features are not captured in an IC rating scale, this important component of the IC 
construct may be missed, which could potentially lead to construct underrepresentation 
(Messick, 1989). Hence, a more thorough rating scale of IC should be developed in order to 
capture the complexities of this construct.  
5.6 Limitations of the study and areas for future research 
 The current study has several limitations that can be addressed with future research. 
First, despite the alignment between the findings of the ratings of test-taker performances in 
this current study and those in the discourse analysis of test-taker performances in previous 
research, an analysis of test discourse should be conducted to provide a better understanding 
of the IC construct by focusing on micro level interaction features and their quality in 
discourse. For example, Lam (2018) employed a conversation analytic framework and 





showed that unlike formulaic backchannels, contingent responses should be viewed as a 
more accurate indicator of comprehension. Thus, using conversation analysis in future 
research should allow for a fine-grained analysis of the quality of each individual interaction 
feature. This would provide a richer and more accurate coverage of the construct and better 
inferences about a test taker’s interactional ability.  
Second, the current study attempted to seek interactional resources in two different 
task types, but did not compare interactional actions in testing and non-testing contexts. 
Thus, future research should make systematic comparisons of interactional configurations in 
testing and non-testing contexts, since if a configuration of interactional resources is shared 
among these contexts, the validity of the score-based inferences can be increased. In order to 
achieve that, the availability of spoken language corpora, such as the Trinity Lancaster 
Corpus, the Cambridge and Nottingham Corpus of Discourse in English (CANCODE), and 
the Corpus of Spoken American English, can enable large-scale analyses on interaction 
employed by language learners and native speakers of English. For example, the CANCODE 
provides recordings of real-life conversational situations, including casual conversations at 
home and at the workplace, business meetings, and university tutorials. These corpora can 
serve as very useful resources for such comparison research studies regarding interaction 
features employed in testing and non-testing contexts.  
Third, the study did not examine salient interaction features across proficiency levels. 
It is possible that certain interaction features are more or less salient at specific proficiency 
levels. For example, Brown, Iwashita, and McNamara (2005) showed that raters tended to 
relate to linguistic resources and content in high proficient learners, but to fluency and 





raters focused more on linguistic resources and content in integrated tasks, whereas they 
noticed more phonology and fluency in independent tasks of the TOEFL iBT test. In the 
assessment of writing, Cumming et al. (2002) and Pollitt and Murray (1996) also showed that 
raters noticed less discourse skills at lower proficiency performances than at higher proficient 
discourse. More closely related to research on IC is the study by Galaczi (2014). In this 
study, raters tended to pay attention to listener support in the form of backchannels in 
intermediate test takers, while they attended to both the form of backchannels and 
confirmations of comprehension in advanced test takers. Thus, future research should be 
conducted to compare salient interaction features across proficiency levels, and possible 
interactions between task types and proficiency levels. Such research would have the 
potential to inform the development of scale descriptors assessing IC as well as to the 
assistance for second language learners and teachers in classroom situations.  
Fourth, the study did not run factor structures separately for the two task types 
because there was not enough sample size to conduct that analysis. If interaction features 
load on same factors for each task, then the results from logistic regression which is based on 
factors identified in exploratory factor analysis may be more convincing. Thus, it might be 
useful to compare factor structures of individual and paired discussion tasks in future 
research. 
Lastly, IC has been widely focused on in spoken interaction. However, IC may also 
be held for performance in written dialogic communication. Hence, this research area is also 
worthy to be investigated.  
5.7 Final remarks 
 The findings of this study suggest that both the nonverbal and the verbal interaction 





features should at least include hand gestures, body posture, head nod, eye contact, and 
facial expressions. The verbal interaction features that can be added to the IC construct are 
agreeing, disagreeing, comprehension check, confirming comprehension, developing topics, 
connecting topics, self-correcting mistakes, correcting mistakes made by the partner, 
replying in an appropriate amount of time, and persuading. These features can be classified 
into four groups: BL, IM, TM, and IL.  
 Regarding task types, the individual scripted interview and the paired discussion task 
can share certain interactional resources, such as features of BL (hand gestures, body 
posture, eye contact, facial expressions, head nod) and verbal features (developing topics, 
connecting topics, persuading). Despite this, the individual test format provides test takers 
fewer opportunities to demonstrate their ability to interact with others than does the paired 
test format. Thus, if an individual test format is used to assess a test taker’s IC, it is essential 
that it is used alongside with a paired task to increase the validity of the interpretation and 
use of the test score awarded to IC. 
The study also indicates that it is not easy for raters to assess IC. Thus, it suggests the 
importance of rater training for evaluating this construct of oral communication ability. 
Raters should be trained to compare individual performance alone to the rating scale and to 
exemplary performances, but not to other test takers. Equally importantly, raters should be 
trained to evaluate IC separately from the other sub-constructs of oral communication ability, 
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● Appropriateness of response to a given situation 
 
High Pass Response is almost always appropriate in any given situation, for example:  
● initiating and expanding on own ideas  
● connecting own ideas to a partner’s ideas  
● expanding on a partner’s ideas  
● making relevant comments  
● taking turns appropriately  
● asking appropriate questions  
● (dis)agreeing politely 
● answering questions in an appropriate amount of time 
Pass Response is usually appropriate in any given situation, for example:  
● initiating and expanding on own ideas  
● connecting own ideas to a partner’s ideas but may not fully expand on a 
partner’s ideas  
● making relevant comments  
● taking turns appropriately  
● asking appropriate questions  
● (dis)agreeing politely  
● answering questions in a somewhat appropriate amount of time 
Not Pass Response is generally appropriate in any given situation, for example:  
● initiating but may not expand on it very well 
● speaking without completely connecting own ideas to a partner’s ideas  
● making relevant comments  
● taking turns appropriately  
● may ask questions that are not completely appropriate  
● may not (dis)agree completely appropriately/politely  
● may not answer questions in a completely appropriate amount of time 
Low Not 
Pass 
Response is often not appropriate in any given situation, for example:  
● rater may assume a speaker cannot understand questions or what a partner 
says  
● may not initiate and develop topics  
● may not contribute much to the discussion  
● may respond minimally and irrelevantly to a partner  
● may not ask appropriate questions  
● may not (dis)agree politely 







APPENDIX B. VERBAL REPORT PROTOCOLS 
Instructions: 
 
In this study I am interested in what you think about as you rate test-takers’ IC. To do this, I 
am going to ask you to 
 
1)! First, give an overall evaluation on the test-taker’s IC performance 
2)! Then, point out which verbal and nonverbal interaction features you notice when you 
judge the test-taker’s IC. 
3)! Finally, participate in a semi-structured interview in which you will be asked as to 
whether you have noticed other verbal and nonverbal interaction features that you did 
not say during your report. 
 
However, before giving verbal reports on test takers’ IC performances, you will be trained on 
how to give a verbal report on other constructs of speaking ability. First, I will show you an 
example of the verbal report on pronunciation. Then, you will practice how to produce a 






I.! The researcher shows examples to raters. 
a.! The researcher shows raters a video of a student performing the individual 
scripted interview task. 
b.! The researcher shows raters a sample of a rater producing a verbal report on 
the student’s performance regarding pronunciation. 
c.! The researcher shows raters a video of a student performing the paired 
discussion task. 
d.! The researcher shows raters a sample of a rater producing a verbal report on 
the student’s performance regarding pronunciation. 
 
II.! Raters practice. 
a.! Raters watch the video of the student performing the individual scripted 
interview task and practice giving a verbal report on the student’s fluency. 
b.! The researcher gives feedback on raters’ verbal report. 
c.! Raters watch the video of the student performing the paired discussion task 
and practice giving a verbal report on the student’s fluency. 
d.! The researcher gives feedback on raters’ verbal report. 
 
B.! Verbal Report Production on IC 
 
I.! The researcher gives the instruction on the verbal report process:  
a.! The researcher says: “In this study I am interested in what you think about as 





evaluation on the test taker’s IC performance. Then, you will point out which 
verbal and nonverbal interaction features you notice when you judge the test 
taker’s IC.” 
b.! The researcher asks: “Do you understand what I am asking you to do? Do you 
have any questions?” 
II.! The researcher plays one video of the individual scripted interview task from 
Student A. 
a.! The researcher says: “Now, you will watch this performance, and after the 
video ends, you will give an overall evaluation on the test taker’s performance 
only regarding IC.” 
b.! [After the video ends] The rater gives an overall evaluation on the test taker’s 
performance regarding IC.  
c.! [After the rater is done with giving the overall evaluation] The researcher 
says: “Now, you will watch the video again. I will pause the video every 20 
seconds for you to point out which verbal and nonverbal interaction features 
you notice when you judge the test taker’s IC performance.” 
d.! The researcher stops the video every 20 seconds for the rater to report on the 
specific interaction features that the rater notices when rating the test taker’s 
IC.  
III.! The researcher plays a video of the individual scripted interview task from 
Student B. 
a.! Follow the same procedures as Section II above for the first video of the 
individual scripted interview task 
IV.! The researcher plays a video of the paired discussion task (i.e., Student A and 
Student B’s performances) and the rater gives the verbal report on Student A. 
a.! Follow the same procedures as Section II above for the first video of the 
individual scripted interview task 
V.! The researcher plays the same video of the paired discussion task and the rater 
gives the verbal report on the test-taker B. 
a.! Follow the same procedures as Section II above for the first video of the 
individual scripted interview task 
VI.! [After the rater has given four reports] The rater participates in a semi-structured 
interview 
a.! The researcher says: “For the last part of our data collection today, I would 
like to ask you if you have noticed any other features that you did not say 
during your reports.” 
b.! The researcher uses the list of interaction features identified in the literature of 
IC in oral communication assessment as a guide.  
c.! The researcher asks: 
i.! For each nonverbal interaction feature, the researcher asks: 
1.! Did you attend to this nonverbal interaction feature [the 
researcher names the feature] (e.g., hand gesture) when you 
were rating the IC performance in the individual scripted 







2.! Did this feature affect your IC rating in the individual scripted 
interview task or in the paired discussion task or both? If yes, 
how did it affect your rating? If no, why not? 
3.! How did you define the appropriateness of test takers’ using 
this feature? 
ii.! For each verbal interaction feature, the researcher asks: 
1.! Did you attend to this verbal interaction feature [the researcher 
names the feature] (e.g., connecting topics) when you were 
rating the IC performance in the individual scripted interview 
task and in the paired discussion task?  
2.! Did this feature affect your IC rating in the individual scripted 
interview task or in the paired discussion task or both? If yes, 
how did it affect your rating? If no, why not? 
3.! How did you define the appropriateness of test takers’ using 
this feature?  
4.! The researcher asks the rater this last question: Is there any 
feature that I did not ask you but you think is important in your 












APPENDIX C. NONVERBAL AND VERBAL INTERACTION ABILITY SCALE 
(NVIAS) 
Nonverbal Interaction Ability Scale (NIAS): appropriateness of body language 
 
Features The person Scale 
Hand 
gestures 
used appropriate hand 
gestures to support 
meaning 






posture (e.g., upright, 
shoulders back) to 
show engagement 
      
  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 
Eye contact maintained an 
appropriate amount of 
eye contact towards the 
interlocutor to indicate 
a desire to 
communicate 
      









      
  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 
Head nod had appropriate amount 
of nodding to 
acknowledge the 
interlocutor’s ideas 
      
  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 
 
Verbal Interaction Ability Scale (VIAS): appropriateness of verbal interaction language 
 
Features The person Scale 





  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 
Disagreeing politely disagreed 
with the 
interlocutor’s point 









































ideas or the 
examiner’s 
instructions 












  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 
Initiating topics initiated topics 
with appropriate 
use of transition 
devices 






reasons and details   





ideas to that of the 
interlocutor 












by the partner 
corrected mistakes 












Replying in an 
appropriate 
amount of time 
replied in an 
appropriate 
amount of time 







  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 




use of hedging) 






to requests for 
clarification 
  Never        Sometimes    Usually       Almost always   Always 
________/________/________/________/________ 
Prompting politely prompted 
the interlocutor to 
elaborate 









APPENDIX D. ASSUMPTIONS OF EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
 




Table D.1  
Correlation matrix of the 19 interaction features 
 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F10 F11 F12 F14 F15 F16 F17 F18 F19 F20 F22 
F1 1.00 .55 .71 .59 .59 .27 .19 .25 .19 .30 .10 .45 .32 .31 .26 .38 .51 .30 .10 
F2  1.00 .58 .63 .56 .09 .03 .17 .10 .22 -.01 .43 .53 .06 .12 .30 .47 .34 -.01 
F3   1.00 .75 .55 .27 .30 .24 .17 .23 .05 .44 .29 .24 .30 .45 .50 .29 .07 
F4    1.00 .65 .10 .12 .27 .23 .29 .20 .47 .33 .29 .21 .41 .46 .28 .12 
F5     1.00 .01 -.13 .12 .36 .45 .19 .54 .57 .31 .05 .51 .54 .32 .06 
F6      1.00 .84 .45 -.28 -.08 -.18 .20 .05 .14 .51 .29 .29 .39 .25 
F7       1.00 .49 -.32 -.16 -.12 .20 -.03 .06 .57 .27 .31 .32 .21 
F8        1.00 .12 .17 .23 .22 .19 .12 .64 .20 .33 .21 .43 
F10         1.00 .76 .55 .06 .14 .25 .05 -.04 .07 -.22 .31 
F11          1.00 .48 .12 .20 .33 .01 .06 .17 -.07 .27 
F12           1.00 -.06 .24 -.02 .19 -.15 -.03 -.26 .48 
F14            1.00 .60 .38 .19 .72 .84 .65 -.03 
F15             1.00 .07 .01 .44 .60 .36 .07 
F16              1.00 .25 .27 .36 .22 .05 
F17               1.00 .21 .27 .29 .47 
F18                1.00 .83 .56 -.18 
F19                 1.00 .63 -.01 
F20                  1.00 -.09 













Table D.2  
Tolerance and VIF values for each interaction feature 
Variable Tolerance VIF 
F1 .35 2.83 
F2 .29 3.47 
F3 .24 4.25 
F4 .21 4.81 
F5 .27 3.78 
F6 .17 5.87 
F7 .15 6.81 
F8 .41 2.44 
F10 .25 4.02 
F11 .28 3.57 
F12 .32 3.14 
F14 .21 4.74 
F15 .28 3.59 
F16 .47 2.11 
F17 .26 3.84 
F18 .19 5.36 
F19 .11 8.74 
F20 .38 2.61 





APPENDIX E. ASSUMPTIONS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION FOR THE 
INDIVIDUAL SCRIPTED INTERVIEW TASK 
 
 




























Skewness and kurtosis values of IC and each feature 
 
 Skewness Kurtosis 
 Statistic SE Statistic SE 
IC -1.06 .40 .79 .79 
F1 -.77 .40 .16 .79 
F2 -1.14 .40 .39 .79 
F3 -.23 .40 -1.15 .79 
F4 -.56 .40 -.33 .79 
F5 -2.06 .40 6.48 .79 
F6 2.95 .40 7.95 .79 
F7 4.58 .40 21.51 .79 
F8 1.83 .40 2.48 .79 
F9 .56 .40 .79 .79 
F10 .16 .40 -1.29 .79 
F11 -.05 .40 -1.44 .79 
F12 .48 .40 -1.12 .79 
F14 -1.67 .40 2.41 .79 
F15 -1.43 .40 .92 .79 
F16 .97 .40 .46 .79 
F17 5.83 .40 34.00 .79 
F18 -.97 .40 .29 .79 
F20 -.56 .40 -.75 .79 














Table E.2  
 
Tolerance and VIF values of IC and each feature 
 
Variable Tolerance VIF 
F1 .23 4.39 
F2 .25 3.95 
F3 .19 5.18 
F4 .16 6.23 
F5 .14 7.17 
F6 .43 2.33 
F7 .45 2.24 
F8 .26 3.84 
F9 .18 5.49 
F10 .09 11.35 
F11 .11 9.44 
F12 .15 6.89 
F14 .13 7.49 
F15 .15 6.74 
F16 .26 3.89 
F17 .32 3.08 
F18 .08 12.89 
F20 .25 4.04 
















































Table F.1  
 
Skewness and kurtosis values of IC and each feature 
 
 Skewness Kurtosis 
 Statistic SE Statistic SE 
IC -.77 .40 .15 .79 
F1 -.65 .40 -.39 .79 
F2 -1.47 .40 1.28 .79 
F3 -1.08 .40 .65 .79 
F4 -.72 .40 .07 .79 
F5 -.74 .40 -.69 .79 
F6 .01 .40 -1.37 .79 
F7 -.59 .40 -.45 .79 
F8 2.03 .40 3.73 .79 
F9 1.97 .40 3.01 .79 
F10 1.75 .40 1.90 .79 
F11 .62 .40 -.88 .79 
F12 1.87 .40 3.11 .79 
F14 -2.79 .40 9.16 .79 
F15 -.98 .40 .53 .79 
F16 .95 .40 .06 .79 
F17 2.69 .40 8.21 .79 
F18 -1.15 .40 .61 .79 
F20 -1.20 .40 .85 .79 















Tolerance and VIF values of IC and each feature 
 
Variable Tolerance VIF 
F1 .08 12.39 
F2 .10 9.75 
F3 .06 17.64 
F4 .04 23.95 
F5 .07 15.40 
F6 .10 10.52 
F7 .15 6.60 
F8 .08 12.26 
F9 .05 19.29 
F10 .06 17.79 
F11 .17 6.03 
F12 .06 15.61 
F14 .08 12.39 
F15 .10 9.61 
F16 .15 6.53 
F17 .05 19.12 
F18 .16 6.43 
F20 .10 10.16 











1 2  3 
F19 Replying with sufficient content  .85 .10 -.14 
F14 Developing topics  .84 -.00 -.16 
F5 Head nod  .81 -.21 .28 
F18 Replying in an appropriate 
amount of time 
.76 .03 -.27 
F4 Facial expressions .67 .04 .25 
F2 Body posture  .66 -.08 .08 
F3 Eye contact  .64 .16 .14 
F15 Connecting topics  .64 -.12 .08 
F1 Hand gestures  .63 .13 .19 
F20 Persuading  .59 .16 -.37 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes  .34 .08 .13 
F7 Disagreeing  -.01 .85 -.23 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the 
partner  
.02 .78 .19 
F6 Agreeing  .07 .77 -.20 
F8 Comprehension check  .09 .66 .26 
F10 Confirmation check  .14 -.12 .80 
F12 Questions for opinion/information  -.07 .12 .73 
F11 Confirming comprehension .25 -.05 .69 
F22 Prompting -.19 .53 .55 
 Eigenvalues 6.32 3.10 2.61 










TM BL  IM IL  
F19 Replying with sufficient content  .94 -.03 .11 .03 
F14 Developing topics  .93 -.04 .00 .00 
F18 Replying in an appropriate amount of time  .80 .02 .04 -.14 
F20 Persuading  .67 -.02 .17 -.25 
F15 Connecting topics  .61 .04 -.11 .18 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes  .32 .04 .08 .18 
F3 Eye contact  -.14 .97 .14 -.10 
F4 Facial expressions  -.03 .83 .02 .07 
F1 Hand gestures  .04 .71 .11 .04 
F2 Body posture  .09 .70 -.10 -.07 
F5 Head nod  .37 .49 -.21 .24 
F7 Disagreeing  .00 .07 .84 -.25 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the partner  .05 .00 .77 .20 
F6 Agreeing  .06 .08 .76 -.21 
F8 Comprehension check  .12 -.03 .66 .30 
F10 Confirmation check  .04 .01 -.11 .84 
F12 Questions for opinion/information  -.08 -.07 .13 .75 
F11 Confirming comprehension .08 .12 -.05 .70 
F22 Prompting -.15 -.08 .53 .56 
 Eigenvalues 6.32 3.10 2.61 1.28 












Factor loading  
1 2  3 4  5 
F19 Replying with sufficient content  .91 -.02 .12 .01 .14 
F14 Developing topics  .90 -.03 .01 -.01 .13 
F18 Replying in an appropriate amount of 
time  
.78 .01 .04 -.15 .20 
F15 Connecting topics  .73 .04 -.10 .17 -.39 
F20 Persuading  .67 -.02 .17 -.26 .06 
F3 Eye contact  -.14 .95 .14 -.08 .06 
F4 Facial expressions  -.04 .83 .02 .07 -.01 
F2 Body posture  .10 .77 -.09 -.10 -.28 
F1 Hand gestures  .02 .71 .11 .05 .11 
F5 Head nod  .35 .49 -.21 .23 .05 
F7 Disagreeing .03 .06 .83 -.24 .02 
F17 Correcting mistakes made by the 
partner  
.03 .01 .76 .21 .09 
F6 Agreeing .09 .06 .75 -.20 .06 
F8 Comprehension check .12 -.00 .67 .29 -.06 
F10 Confirmation check -.04 -.01 -.13 .88 .32 
F12 Questions for opinion/information  -.10 -.04 .14 .77 -.16 
F11 Confirming comprehension .02 .10 -.07 .73 .31 
F22 Prompting -.16 -.06 .54 .56 -.10 
F16 Self-correcting mistakes .27 -.04 .06 .23 .54 
 Eigenvalues 6.32 3.10 2.61 1.28 1.17 






APPENDIX H. IRB APPROVAL MEMO 
 
